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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to determine the value, as perceived by 
faculty and graduates from the Vocational-Technical Education (VTE) Department 
at the State University of New York College at Oswego (SUNYCO), of the Standards 
of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education 
Teachers proposed by the National Association of Industrial and Technical Teacher 
Educators. More specifically, the study sought to investigate the importance 
ratings from graduates and faculty, the difference in importance ratings between 
facility and graduates, and the relationship between importance and readiness 
ratings perceived by graduates toward the Standards of Quality. 
A survey instrument was developed incorporating the Standards of Quality 
for the purpose of the study. The instrument was reviewed by a panel of faculty 
from Iowa State University and the SUNYCO and pilot tested. The sample 
population included all undergraduate program graduates between Fall 1991 and 
Spring 1997 semesters and all adjunct faculty from the VTE department. The 
survey conducted resulted in a return of 154 usable responses. 
The t-test for single mean analyses indicated that the graduate means of 32 
out of 43 standards were found to be significant (a = 0.001). These 32 standards 
were perceived by graduates to have a great degree of importance to their most 
recent teaching position. The t-test for single mean analyses indicated that the 
faculty means of 21 out of 43 standards were found to be significant (a = 0.001). 
Twenty of the 21 standards were perceived by faculty to be more than "important" 
for vocational-technical education teachers. 
X 
The one-way ANOVA procedure indicated a significant difference (a = 0.05) 
between faculty and graduates regarding the perceived level of importance for 14 
of the 43 standards. The Pearson r product moment coefficient of correlation 
analyses indicated a significant relationship (a = 0.05) between graduates 
perceptions of importance and readiness for 35 of the 43 standards. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
Many Americans believe t±ie current educational system is incapable of 
preparing graduates for a complex and competitive global workplace. A change in 
the educational system will require a significant restructuring of the curriculum 
which plays into the current thrust to reform education in general (Custer, 1996; 
GaUuzzo, 1996). Thus, the challenge for America's schools is "to provide aU 
students with a secondary school education that prepares them for high-skill, 
high-wage jobs, and further education" (Walker, Gresson &, Frantz,Jr., 1996, p. 
20). 
However, before the curriculum is restructured, consideration must be given 
to the concept that quality students, quality schools, quality teaching and quality 
teacher preparation are all linked to each other and to this American challenge 
(Dolak, 1990; Walker et al., 1996). Ultimately, the quality of students, schools or 
teaching will not ameliorate without dramatic improvements in teacher preparation 
(Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986; Goodlad, 1990; The 
Holmes Group, 1986). 
As more of the literature unfolds, the path to achieving quality teacher 
preparation programs becomes less certain (Biancur, 1991). Developing standards 
used to inform the profession of principles that direct action rather than impose or 
mandate compliance appear to be a possible solution. The development of 
standards for the preparation and certification of vocational industrial education 
teachers would provide a benchmark of excellence for the profession" (Frantz, Jr., 
1994, p. 31). 
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The National Association of Industrial and Technical Teacher Educators 
(NAITTE) Standards Committee: . .is confident that the standards are flexible 
enough to accovmt for individual program differences, and at the same time offer a 
universally accepted level of proficiency for being a T85I [Trade and Industrial] 
teacher" (Walker, et al., 1996, pp. 24-25). Thus, a need to investigate how the 
national consensus on Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of 
T85I Education Teachers proposed by NAITTE articulates with local delivery of 
quality vocational-technical teacher preparation exists at this time (Diez, 1994; 
Ljmch, 1996, Moss, Jr., 1996). 
Statement of the Problem 
What implications will a national reform that is systemicaUy driven have for 
vocational-technical teacher preparation at the local level? The feedback process 
(critique and consensus) on standards development from faculty and graduates of 
vocational-technical teacher preparation programs need to be examined in order to 
connect the Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of TSgI 
Education Teachers proposed by NAITTE with current efforts and practices 
(Pearson, 1994). The problem addressed in this study was to investigate the degree 
of congruence between national and local stakeholders of vocational-technical 
teacher preparation programs regarding the Standards of Quality for the 
Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education Teachers proposed 
by the NAITTE. 
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Puxpose of the Study 
The purpose of t±iis study was to determine the value, as perceived by 
faculty and graduates from the Vocational-Technical Education (VTE) Department 
at the State University of New York CoUege at Oswego (SUNYCO), of the Standards 
of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education 
Teachers proposed by the NAITTE 
Research Questions 
Specifically, the following questions formed the basis for this study; 
1. Is there a difference in how SUNYCO vocational-technical education 
program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of Quality for the 
Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education Teachers 
(Standards of Quality)? 
2. Is there a difiierence in how SUNYCO vocational-technical education 
program faculty rate the importance of the Standards of Quality? 
3. Is there a difference between how SUNYCO vocational-technical education 
program graduates and faculty rate the importance of the Standards of 
Quality? 
4. Is there a relationship between how SUNYCO vocational-technical education 
program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of Quality and how 
they rate their level of readiness in these areas prior to their first teaching 
position? 
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Hypotheses of the Study 
The following nviU hypotheses are based on the research questions: 
1. There is no significant difference in how SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of 
Quality. 
2. There is no significant diSerence in how SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program faculty rate the importance of the Standards of Quality. 
3. There is no significant difference between how SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program graduates and faculty rate the importance of the 
Standards of Quality. 
4. There is no significant relationship between how SUNYCO vocational-
technical education program graduates rate the importance of the Standards 
of Quality and how they rate their level of readiness in these areas prior to 
their first teaching position. 
Assumptions of the Study 
The following assumptions were made in the study: 
1. The respondents correctly understood the directions and contents of the 
instrument. 
2. The perceptions of the respondents adequately represented actual behaviors 
or actions being measured. 
3. The respondents were honest in their response to the items on the 
questionnaire. 
4. The sample selected for the study was representative of the population. 
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5. The graduates responding adequately represented the students who had 
graduated from the VTE program at SUNYCO. 
6. The faculty responding adequately represented the faculty members of the 
VTE Department at SUNYCO. 
Limitations of the Study 
The following were the limitations of the study: 
1. The study was confined to the VTE Department at SUNYCO. 
2. Generalizations of the study are limited to the VTE Department at SUNYCO 
and may not be applicable to other vocational-technical teacher preparation 
programs. 
3. The accuracy of the respondents' perceptions may not reflect the actual 
situation. 
Definition of Terms 
The following terms are defined to clarify their use in the context of the 
study: 
Vocational-Technical Ekiucation - Preparing personnel, leading to certification, to 
teach occupational subjects in secondary education, post-secondary education, 
and industry to included: Agriculture Subjects Education, Business/Distributive 
Education, Health Occupations Subjects Education, Technical Subjects Education, 
and Trade Subjects Education. 
Vocational-Technical Teacher Education Program Faculty - Tenured-track and 
adjunct faculty from the VTE Department at SUNYCO. 
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Vocational-Technical Teacher Education Program Graduates - Undergraduate 
alumni from the VTE Department at SUNYCO. 
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CHAPTER n: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
A review of the literature related to the preparation of vocational-technical 
education teachers is presented in the three sections of this chapter. The calls for 
teacher education reform are described in the first section. Teacher education 
components are presented in the second section. Standards for teacher education 
are described in the last section. 
Calls for Teacher E^ducation Reform 
During the 1970s and early 1980s public schools in America became the 
focus of rigorous and critical scrutiny by the American public. Government 
agencies, national organizations and private foundations began conducting studies 
evaluating the effectiveness of public education, from the classroom to the 
university. "One of the most burning issues to emerge from the national studies 
concerned the quality of instructional personnel - the teacher" (Maurer, 1988, p. 1). 
Activities in the early 1980s, by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education (1983) revealed the status of secondary education programs in the U.S. 
and recommended changes in graduation requirements and in teacher preparation 
in a published report entitled, "A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Education 
Reform." Supporting this report a few years later, The Report of the Association of 
Teacher Educators Blue Ribbon Task Force (1986) noted a persistent call from the 
public to improve the quality of education in America. 
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Later tiiat decade, national reports addressing teaching and teacher 
education surfaced. These reports propose changes both in the working 
environment of teachers and in the standards and practices used in recruiting, 
preparing, certifying, and rewarding teachers" (Nanney, 1990, p. 12). Various 
organizational groups with different composition and purposes supported these 
findings advocating the importance of improving the quality of teacher education 
(Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986; Holmes Group, 1986; 
National Education Association, 1986 8s 1987; National Governor's Association, 
1988). More specifically, these reports shared common concerns that addressed 
the following issues: 
• Development of rigorous standards of excellence in education 
• Reform in academic preparation 
• Restructuring of the teaching force 
• Development of professional licensure 
• Establishment of a national body to enforce self-governance of the 
profession (Johnson-Waegerie, 1990). 
Further discussion of education reform topics, to include examining teacher 
education, has continued through the 1990s (Darling-Hammond, 1990; Goodlad, 
1990; Gregson, 1993; Simon, 1992). More specifically, throughout the past decade 
the examination of vocational teacher preparation and vocational education reform 
has increased. These research activities have concluded that "... significant, 
systemic changes must be made if vocational and technical teacher education is to 
survive well into the 21st century" (Lynch, 1996, pp. 67-68). 
9 
Furthermore, Lynch (1996) summarized statements from a few research 
studies in vocational and technical teacher education, supported by the National 
Center for Research in Vocational Education, the Federal OfiBce of Educational 
Research and Improvement, the National Assessment of Vocational Education, and 
the University Council for Vocational Education, that have prompted the current 
thrust to make significant changes: 
• From 1987-88 to 90-91, the number of vocational teachers in the 
nation's schools decreased by 9% versus a 7% increase for 
nonvocational teachers. 
• The demand for high school vocational education of the traditional 
variety continues to decline—33% from 1982 to 1992. 
• In 1987-88, teachers in trade and industrial education comprised 
30.7% of the secondary vocational education teaching force; by 
1991-92, approximately 20% of the high school vocational 
education teaching force taught T8sl subjects. 
• Colleges and universities have diminished greatly their capacity to 
produce teachers for vocational and technical education. 
• About 45% of secondary and about 1 / 3 of postsecondary trade 
teachers begin teaching without a baccalaureate degree; only about 
50% remain teaching five years later. 
• All beginning teachers have problems; but vocational education 
teachers entering the profession directly from business and 
industry with little pedagogical training have additional problems. 
They desperately need intervention with curriculum and pedagogy, 
but are not obtaining it. 
• There are some long-standing philosophical beliefs and practices 
underpinning vocational teacher education that are not 
withstanding the scrutiny of empirical research and/or the 
judgement of professionals. 
• Generally, inservice teachers claim that they are not prepared to 
implement reform initiatives in vocational education and preservice 
students are not being prepared to do so. Neither the fotmdation 
for reform nor the specific skills necessary to reform curricula and 
programs are being taught to teachers in sufficient strength to 
ensure substantive change. 
• The need to broaden the curriculum framework for vocational 
education (especially at the high school level). This need for 
increased breadth is also desirable for vocational and technicsil 
teacher education. 
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• Research and research methodology have increased significantly 
the knowledge bases for teaching and teacher education. This 
further exacerbates the problems associated with the relative lack 
of academic experience among many trade and technical teachers. 
• The teacher is the primary difference. Simply put, better educated 
teachers produce better educated workers for our nation's 
workplaces (pp. 68-69). 
"Calls for professionalizing and strengthening teaching practice as well as 
programs that prepare teachers have extended to all disciplines" (Walker et al., 
1996, p. 22). The recent and persistent calls for reform within the vocational 
education profession have promoted efforts examining previous teacher 
preparation practices moving toward professionalizing the education profession 
(Bradley, 1993; Frantz, Jr., 1994; Vos, 1989; Walker, 1990). "Teacher educators 
will have to develop new and creative strategies to use the technical aspects of 
teacher education with other, more general education experiences so as to facilitate 
the development of more complete, well-rounded professionals—capable of thinking 
as well as doing" (Tymitz-Wolf, 1984, p. 22). 
Teacher Education Preparation 
The historical purpose of vocational education has been to prepare students 
for entry-level positions in the world of work. In the past, the most important 
factor in credentialing vocational teachers has been occupational content 
competency (Walker et al., 1996). The recruiting of experts from the field to 
become future vocational teachers has been the common practice. 
As a restilt, vocational teachers were traditionally only required to verify 
their competency in a specified occupational area. However, vocational teacher 
education must begin to "...develop a broader and deeper preparation for its 
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participants. A well articulated curriculum and quality teachers will improve the 
quality of vocational education in secondary education" (Cope, 1995, p. 26). 
Moss (1996) views the actual trend of secondary vocational programs would 
"require less specialized occupational competence but much better preparation in 
the liberal arts, in mathematics and the sciences, and more complex pedagogical 
and professional skills" (p. 78). These trends are moving vocational programs 
...from (a) occupationally specific content to content drawn from more 
broadly defined career clusters or industry-based groupings; (b) a 
focus on developing entry-level job skiUs to an exploration of "all 
aspects of the industry" and a range of career paths; (c) limited 
attention on the development of basic skills to incorporating more 
academic content into vocational courses; (d) teaching i'.i relative 
isolation to working collaboratively with others fi-om several academic 
fields as well as the workplace; (e) relative independence from 
postsecondary programs to carefuUy articulated programs; and (f] a 
behavioristic model of instruction to a more student-centered, 
project-based, problem-oriented, and cooperative learning 
environment, (p. 78) 
Non-degreed TSsI teachers entering directly from industry often face 
challenges in the classroom because they have not had an opportunity to acquire 
the skills required for effective teaching such as curriculum development, 
evaluation, methodology and laboratory management (Duenk, 1990a). Alternative 
teacher preparation activities for these newly appointed teachers usually took place 
simultaneously during their begirming years on the job. In many cases, survival 
skills workshops have been an accepted practice for over 75 years "... to help 
novice instructors through the first difficult months of teaching" (p. 56). 
Nontraditional teacher education programs leading toward licensure or 
certification for some vocational teaching areas often consist of requirements that 
can be completed without obtaining a baccalaureate degree. Bouchie (1987) 
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reported the vast majority of trade and industrial teachers have been prepared 
through nontraditional certification programs. However, it is important to point 
out that the mode of preparation, nontraditional or alternative vs. conventional, 
does not pose a threat. Alternative teacher preparation programs have proven to 
be successful (Darling-Hammond, Hudson, 85 Kirby, 1989). 
"In recent years, there has been a movement toward including such 
workshop activities in state certification regulations" (Duenk, 1990a p.64). 
Furthermore, The Standards for Excellence in Trade and Industrial Education lists 
17 competencies that shotild be included in survival skills preemployment 
workshops (United States Department of Eklucation, 1985). Overall, proponents of 
the survival skills workshops view it as effective in assisting with the transitions . 
. for beginning nondegreed teacher to change firom being a producer of goods and 
services to being an educator who has the job of providing learners with the 
attitudes, knowledge, and psychomotor skiUs they need for entry-level 
employment" (Duenk, 1990, pp. 56-57). 
The method in which secondary school vocational teachers have been 
prepared to teach has always varied firom state to state. Trade and industrial 
teacher preparation practices in the United States were found to differ so much 
that no state considers them as being reciprocal (Duenk, 1990). Although several 
states have added requirements to improve the standards for certification, these 
changes "... have had no fundamental impact on the manner in which vocational 
industrial teachers are prepared to teach, with most teacher education programs 
merely adding a course or modifying course content" (Frantz, Jr., 1994, p. 25). 
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Teacher certification is the most commonly used method of ensuring teacher 
competence. However, many studies have concluded that professional needs 
identified for T8e1 teachers had not been incorporated into certification 
requirements (Ramp & Reeder, 1973; Resnick & Gardner, 1979). "In many states, 
it is possible for TM teachers to begin teaching with little or no teacher 
preparation. Furthermore, in most states, permanent TfisI teacher certification can 
be attained by completing less than a baccalaureate degree" (Vos, 1989, p. 51). For 
example, in Pennsylvania, permanent T8bI teacher certification can be earned by 
completing an approved 60 semester credit-hour program (Walker, 1990). 
The current standards that have been established to grant teacher 
certification, "... do not help or encourage achieving the level of professional 
development and continued growth so necessary for a professional TSsI teacher" 
(Vos, 1989, p. 51). Many colleges have commented on the "extinction" of secondary-
teachers of trade and industrial education, noting the key to survival are calls for 
reform and tougher certification standards (e.g., Bradley, 1993; Vos, 1989). 
One choice the vocational industrial teacher preparation enterprise must 
make as the twenty-first century approaches is to review current efforts to improve 
the existing situation for certifying teachers (Frantz, Jr., 1994). Another choice 
". . . is to identify the trends and issues shaping the future and develop strategies 
for tomorrow's needs by combining the best practices of present and past with new 
and creative solutions that address the concerns of the future" (p. 26). 
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Standards for Teacher Education 
The popularity of using standards in education as a method of improving 
teaching and learning has recently increased (Barton, 1996; Jennings, 1995; 
Tucker, 1996). Organizations such as the National Coiancil for the Accreditation of 
Teacher Education (NCATE), The American Association of Colleges for Teacher 
Education (AACTE), and the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
(NBPTS) have already implemented new standards for teacher licensing (Walker, 
1990). 
A forum was held at the American Vocational Association (AVA) annual 
conference in 1993 to discuss issues concerning education and teacher 
preparation. At this session, recommendations were made for NAITTE to develop a 
set of national teacher preparation and certification standards with the ultimate 
goal of requiring "a high level of professional and technical competence for T8eI 
education teachers" (Walker et al., 1996, p. 25). FoUowing shortly in 1994, the 
NAITTE Quality Standards Committee was established to begin working on the 
process of developing standards for T8sl teacher education and certification. This 
process described by Walker et al. (1996, pp. 25-27) is outlined below: 
• A review of existing standards for teacher preparation programs prepared 
by: 
The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education 
The National Business Education Association 
The US Department of Education 
• Discussions about the future and directions of education and work 
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• Fonnvilation of general themes and specific competencies 
• Development of six general standards and a set of indicators 
• Draft shared and discussed at the 1994 AVA Convention 
• Revision and modifications reviewed by national organizations: 
The National Association of State Directors of Vocational Education 
The National Association of State Supervisors of Trade and Industrial 
Education 
The Trade and Industrial Education Division of AVA 
The Vocational Industrial Clubs of America 
• Comments and suggestions incorporated into another draft 
• Draft disseminated to NAITTE members soliciting final suggestions 
• Final standards proposal presented at the 1995 AVA Convention 
• Unanimous approval by NAITTE members to adopt the proposed standards 
The Standards of Quality proposed by NAITTE consists of two types: the 
process standard of quality, and the instructional standards of quality. The 
process standard of quality describes the process of preparation for TSsI teachers. 
The instructional (content) standards of quality focus on the teacher education 
curriculum components and describe the tasks a T&I teacher should be able to do 
(Walker et al., 1996). A summary of the standards is presented below: 
THE PROCESS STANDARD OF QUALITY: 
• Professional Development Standard - The professional development 
of T86l teachers should be a continuous process culminating with 
the completion of formal degree programs beginning with an 
associate degree and finishing with a master's degree in education. 
INSTRUCTIONAL STANDARDS OF OUALITY: 
• The Instruction Standard -TSsI teachers shotold be able to help all 
students become thinking, active worker-citizens by providing them 
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with opportunities to observe, actively, encounter and engage in, 
create, and experience meaningful learning. 
• The Curriculum Standard - T&I teachers should be able to develop a 
course of study that helps them prepare students for active 
participation as citizens and workers in a postindustrial society. 
• The Special Populations of Students Standard - Tfisl teachers should 
be able to adapt instructional strategies and assessment procedures 
to accommodate students with special needs, including persons 
with disabilities, students with academic or economic 
disadvantages, limited English proficient and other ethnic minority 
persons, displaced homemakers, incarcerated persons, and other 
nontraditional students, including gifted and talented individuals. 
• 77ie Laboratory Organization and Management Standard - TSsI 
teachers should be able to organize and manage their laboratories 
to ensure that students are provided with an occupationally 
relevant, stimulating, and safe learning envirormient. 
• TTie Linkages with Stakeholder Groups Standard - T8g1 teachers 
should be able to establish and maintain working relationships with 
appropriate stakeholder groups to include: students and parents; 
teachers of academic subjects and administrators; guidance 
personnel; advisory committees; postsecondary institutions; 
business, industrial, and union personnel; professional 
organizations; special needs personnel; state employment agencies; 
and local, state, and federal legislators. 
• TTie Projection of a Positive Public Status and Image Standard - TScI 
teachers should be able to implement a systematic program that will 
demonstrate their professional competence and the positive value of 
their program to their school and community, (pp. 33-40) 
It is important to remember that NAITTE's aim was to provide benchmarks 
for improving teacher education, not to mandate rules for compliance. 
Establishing the standards of quality was the first phase, the next phase consists 
of examining teacher education programs. Ultimately, "it is our belief that if the 
standards are use as intended, they can assist individuals seeking to better 
understand and implement effective teaching and learning practices as well as 
groups wanting to improve their institution's overall teacher education 
effectiveness" (Walker et al., 1996, p 25). 
Finally, if ever there was a time to work more closely with the other 
vocational fields, now is that time. The teacher education resources 
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of all the fields are declining, and the ability of each field to provide 
that high quality teacher education programs are diminishing. At the 
same time, the character of high school programs that seem to be 
emerging will demand greater pedagogical and professional skills of 
all vocational teachers, and will put increasing emphasis upon the 
content common to all the vocational fields. (Moss, 1996, p. 82) 
Summary 
As shown in the literature review, teacher preparation continues to be a 
focus of national reform activities in education. These systemically driven efforts 
have implications for local teacher preparation programs. The current study 
investigated the value and degree of congruence between national and local 
stakeholders of vocational-technical teacher preparation programs regarding the 
Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial 
Education Teachers proposed by the National Association of Industrial and 
Technical Teacher Educators. 
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CHAPTER ni: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The methodology used to investigate and assess perceptions toward the 
Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial 
Education Teachers by graduates and faculty is described in this chapter. The 
population of the study is described first. Then the research design, variables, 
development of the instrument, validation of instrument, data collection, and 
statistical analysis are each presented separately. 
Population of the Study 
The VTE department at SUNYCO prepares vocational-technical personnel to 
teach occupational subjects in secondary education, post-secondary education, 
and industry. The professional education curriculum is designed to meet the 
needs of full-time and part-time candidates pursuing a baccalaureate degree and 
New York State occupational teacher certification. The VTE department offers 
courses in many communities throughout the state. Besides the full-time faculty 
members, the VTE department employs a number of adjxmct faculty to teach 
courses at off-campus locations throughout upstate New York. These adjunct 
faculty members are master teachers, supervisors, principals, directors, assistant 
superintendents. Department of Corrections, and Division of Occupational 
Education personnel 
The population of this study was comprised of all undergraduate alurani and 
faculty from the VTE department at SUNYCO. More specifically, the sample 
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population included all undergraduate program graduates between Fall 1991 and 
Spring 1997 semesters and all adjunct faculty from the VTE department. 
The names and addresses of the participants were obtained from the VTE 
Department Chair and the Administrative Computing Center at SUNYCO. Thirty-
one addresses of graduates were not available, therefore, the total number of 
potential participants of this study was expected to be 437. Table 3.1 shows the 
breakdown of the sample population. 
Table 3.1 Number of participants 
Respondent Year (Semester) Frequency 
Graduates 
1991-92 (Fall, Spring, Summer) 69 
1992-93 (Fall, Spring, Summer) 69 
1993-94 (Fall, Spring, Summer) 64 
1994-95 (Fall, Spring, Summer) 73 
1995-96 (Fall, Spring, Summer) 61 
1996-97 (Fall, Spring) 44 
Adjunct Faculty N/A 57 
Total 437 
Research Design 
One of the primary methods of soliciting feedback to improve the quality of 
teacher preparation programs has been the utilization of foUow-up studies (Baker 
86 Andrew, 1993; Gormley, 1991; KuU 85 Bailey, 1993; McDermott, 1991). "An 
important element of these follow-up studies is the measurement of teacher 
attitudes towards their preparation program" (Dolak, 1990, p. 1). 
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Participant responses were gathered using the survey method. Two separate 
questionnaires were prepared to assess faculty and graduate perceptions regarding 
standards in vocational-technical teacher preparation (Appendix A 86 B). Each 
survey instrument consisted of two parts: (a) Content Standards, and (b) 
Demographics. 
Variables of the Study 
The dependent variables of the study were obtained from Part A of the 
instrument. The independent variables of the study were provided by the 
demographic data obtained from Part B of the survey. The variables of the study 
are shown in Table 3.2. 
Table 3.2 Variables of the study 
Part A for both surveys 
Content Standards 
Instruction 
Curriculum 
Special Student Populations 
Projection of a Positive 
Public Status and Image 
Linkages with Stakeholder 
Groups 
Laboratory Organization 
and Management 
Part B for graduate survey 
Graduate Demographics 
Employment Status 
Teaching Level 
Teaching Status 
Employment Plans 
Program Admittance 
Occupational Specialty 
Specialty Experience 
Degree Credit Total 
Certificate Status 
Teaching Experience 
Advanced Degree 
Part B for faculty survey 
Facility Demographics 
Years of Participation 
Participation Status 
Occupational Title 
Degrees Conferred 
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Development of the Instrument 
The Content Standards, Part A, had 43 items and was divided into six areas: 
instruction; curriculum; special student populations; projection of a positive image; 
linkages with stakeholder groups; and laboratory organization and management. 
The Demographics, Part B, that solicited data from the graduates contained 13 
items, whereas it contained 4 items for faculty. 
Part A of the instrument was designed to assess perceptions held by 
graduates and adjunct faculty towards standards Ln teacher preparation. The 
Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial 
Education Teachers, proposed by NAITTE, provided the framework for selecting 
standards that were used in Part A (Walker et al., 1996). Each item in Part A was 
identified by a standard that focused on curriculum content and instructional 
aspects of teacher preparation programs. These standards represent shared 
beliefs about the core of knowledge that are most essential for prospective 
teachers" (p. 32). 
Within this section graduates were asked to first indicate the importance of 
the standard to their most recent teaching position. Then they were to indicate 
their perceived level of readiness in each area prior to the start of their first 
teaching position. The following Likert-type scales were used: 
IMPORTANCE 
N = Not Applicable 
1 = Very Unimportant 
2 = Unimportant 
3 = Neutral 
4 = Important 
5 = Very Important 
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READINESS 
N = Not Applicable 
1 = Very Unprepared 
2 = Unprepared 
3 = Neutral 
4 = Prepared 
5 = Very Prepared 
Adjunct faculty were asked first to indicate the importance of the standard for 
teachers, then, to indicate the level of mastery that should be achieved for each 
standard. The following Likert-type scales were used; 
IMPORTANCE 
N = Not Applicable 
1 = Very Unimportant 
2 = Unimportant 
3 = Neutral 
4 = Important 
5 = Very Important 
MASTERY LEVEL 
N = Not Applicable 
1 = Evaluation 
2 = Syathesis 
3 = Analysis 
4 = Application 
5 = Comprehension 
Part B of the survey instrument was designed to obtain characteristics of the 
respondents. For graduates, this information included: employment status; 
teaching status; teaching level; employment plans; program admittance; 
occupational specialty; specialty experience; degree credit total; certificate status; 
teaching experience; and advanced degree. For faculty, this information included: 
years of participation; participation status; occupational title; and degrees 
conferred. The follow-up questionnaire, formerly used by the Research Institution 
for Studies in Education (1990) in a comprehensive model to evaluate and improve 
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t±ie quality of the teacher preparation program at Iowa State University (ISU), 
identified demographic items used to construct this part of the survey instrument. 
The survey booklet in the current study was based on a former instrument 
used to examine the status of cooperative education/work programs in industrial 
technology (Colon, 1995). It provided the conceptual layout for the development of 
the instrument used in this study. 
Validation of the Instrument 
The instrument was validated by the original five members of the 
researcher's graduate program of study committee and four faculty members from 
SUNYCO who are knowledgeable in the area of teacher preparation. The 
instrument was also pilot-tested by ten graduate students in the Department of 
Industrial Education and Technology at ISU during the Summer 1997 semester. 
Data Collection 
Prior to administration of the survey, it was submitted to the Human 
Subjects Review Committee at Iowa State University to ensure that the rights of the 
human subjects were adequately protected. In addition, a contact letter was sent 
by the Vocational-Technical Education department chedr at Oswego State 
University granting approval to contact alumni and adjunct faculty from the VTE 
program for the research study. Copies of both approvals appear in Appendix C. 
The Administrative Computing Center compiled a list of students who completed 
the undergraduate teacher preparation degree program in vocational-technical 
education. 
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The sxirvey instrument was mailed directly to each potential participant. 
Printed in the graduate survey booklet was a letter explaining the research and 
directions for completing and returning the questionnaire. A separate letter 
explaining the research and directions for completing and returning the 
questionnaire was sent with each faculty survey booklet. Each instrument was 
coded with a numeric identifier which was used only to facilitate follow-up contacts 
of non-respondents. As the surveys were returned, the codes were removed to 
insure the anonymity of each participant. Copies of the graduate and faculty 
instruments and cover letter appear in Appendix A and B. 
Statistical Analysis 
Descriptive statistics (mean, median, mode and frequency) were used to 
analyze the demographic data from the survey instrument. Descriptive and 
inferential statistical methods were performed to answer the research questions of 
this study. The 1994 version of SPSS for Windows, Release 6.1, was used to 
conduct the analysis for this study (SPSS, 1994). 
The most commonly used levels of significance in behavioral science 
research, and more specifically in the field of education, is 0.05 and 0.01 (Ary, 
Jacobs 85 Razavieh, 1990; Hinkle, Wiersma 85 Jurs, 1994). However, due to the 
descriptive nature of this study, a conservative level of significance of a=0.05 was 
chosen. 
To answer Research Questions 1 and 2, t-tests for a single mean were 
performed to find a significant difference in the manner in which SUNYCO 
vocational-technical education program graduates and faculty rated the 
importance of the Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of 
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Trade and Industrial Education Teachers. To answer Research Question 3, the 
one-way analysis of variance technique was used to find a significant difference 
between the manner in which SUNYCO vocational-technical education program 
graduates and faculty rated the importance of the Standards of Quality for the 
Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education Teachers. 
To answer Research Question 4, correlation analyses were performed to find 
a significant relationship between the manner in which SUNYCO vocational-
technical education program graduates rated the importance of the Standards of 
Qualitj- for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education 
Teachers and their rated level of readiness in these areas prior to their first 
teaching position. In addition, mean and frequency distribution tables were 
constructed to display the perceived level of readiness of each standard as 
indicated by graduates. Frequency distribution tables were used to indicate the 
level of mastery of each standard expected by faculty. 
26 
CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
This chapter contains the resvilts of the analyses of the data collected in this 
study. The analyses and resiilts are presented in three sections. The first section 
deals with the demographic variables gleaned from Part B of the survey 
instrument. Responses to Part A, Content Standards, of the survey instrument 
are presented in section two. Section three addresses the results of testing the 
research hjrpotheses. 
Demographic Characteristics 
This section describes the demographic characteristics of the respondents 
retrieved from Part B of the survey instrument. First, a description of the number 
of survey instruments sent and returned (both usable and unusable) are shown in 
Table 4.1. The adjusted return percentages represent the number of survey 
instruments removed from the study analysis due to the return of unforwardable 
addresses along witli those returned unanswered. The final number of completed 
surveys used in this study was 154. 
Table 4.1 Survey instrument return distribution 
Faculty Graduates Total 
Survey sent 57 380 437 
Survey returned Usable 
1" Mealing 17 28 45 
2nd Mailing 3 23 26 
3"^ "^  Mailing 15 68 83 
Total 35 119 154 
Return % 61.40 34.10* 37.93* 
Unusable 
10 
7 
14 
31 
7.09 
* Adjusted percentage 
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Frequency distributions are used to present the independent variables. The 
characteristics identifying graduates are: (a) employment status; (b) teaching level; 
(c) teaching status; (d) employment plans; (e) program admittance; (f) occupational 
specialty; (g) specialty experience; (h) degree credit total; (i) certificate status; (j) 
teaching experience; and (k) advanced degree. The faculty characteristics include: 
(a) years of participation; (b) participation status; (c) occupational title; and (d) 
degrees conferred. 
Graduate characteristics 
Graduate characteristics include data collected firom the 119 VTE program 
graduates who participated in this study. The graduation distribution by semester 
of participants is depicted in Figure 4.1. The graduation semester for one 
respondent was not available because the numerical identification code was 
removed firom the instrument. 
Qadualicn Semester 
M = Spring. 
= Summer 
Figure 4.1 Graduation distribution by semester 
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Of tJie 119 graduates who participated in this study, 85 indicated teaching 
as their current employment status, 32 indicated their current employment status 
as nonteaching, and 2 did not respond. The teaching levels of graduates currently 
teaching are shown in Figure 4.2. Eighteen respondents selected "other" as their 
teaching level: elementary, middle school, comprehensive high school, hospital, 
health care facility, JTPA, specially challenged, and at-risk programs. The majority 
of the respondents selected either secondary, post-secondary, department of 
correctional services, private trade/technical/business school, industry training or 
military training as their teaching level. 
Sixty-seven graduates indicated their teaching status as full-time, 9 part-
time, and 4 day-to-day substituting. Five graduates indicated an "other" teaching 
load which included: teaching assistant, full-time substitute, occasional teaching, 
assistant principal, or retired. There were no responses in the permanent 
60T 
Teaching Level 
Figure 4.2 Teaching level of graduates 
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substitute category. The distribution of teaching status of graduates is depicted in 
Figure 4.3. 
The participants of the study who were currently teaching were asked to 
denote their employment plans for the next year: remain in same position; seek 
similar position elsewhere; seek full-time teaching position; seek employment in 
education other than teaching; seek emplo5mient outside education; temporally 
out of work force (family care, continue education, military, etc.); or other plans. 
Sijcty-three of the graduates planned to remain in their current teaching position, 
3 were planning to seek similar position elsewhere, and 10 had plans to seek full-
time teaching position. Four graduates noted plans to seek employment in an 
education-related field other than teaching which included: coordinator of 
curriculum; special education; or principalship. Five graduates indicated other 
employment plans for the next year which included: retirement or full-time 
graduate study. There were no responses to the "seek employment outside 
education" or "temporally out of work force" categories. 
Part time 
Substitute 
Other 
Full time 
Figure 4.3 Teaching status of graduates 
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The participants of the study who indicated nonteaching as their current 
emplo5maent status were asked to give reasons for not teaching at the present 
time. The reasons for not teaching and the frequency of graduate responses are 
listed in Table 4.2. Other reasons for not teaching at the present time were: 
moving out of state; local positions full; retired; health injury; not certified by 
state; full-time position not available; working in occupational field; military; 
caught up in the business world; or getting more experience in occupational field. 
The specified areas of graduate study included: vocational-technical education; 
guidance; special education; covmseling; social work; human services; and 
learning disabilities. 
Table 4.2 Reasons for not teaching at the present time 
Reason Frequency 
Could not find a teaching position 16 
Graduate study 10 
Better salaries and career opportunities in other fields 7 
Family obligations 6 
Inadequate salaries and benefits 4 
Emotional aspects (stress, burnout, frustration, boredom) 2 
Working conditions (nonteaching duties, hours, classroom size, work load) 2 
Feelings of ineffectiveness 2 
Student related (motivation, lack of discipline, general attitudes) 1 
Administrator related (lack of support, dissatisfaction with administration) 1 
Had not planned to teach 1 
Lack of respect 0 
Lack of support fi-om parents and commimity 0 
Lack of advancement opportunities 0 
Other 10 
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The participants of this study who were not teaching at the present time 
were asked to denote their employment plans for the next year: remain in same 
position; seek similar position elsewhere; seek teaching position; seek other 
education-related position; or seek other type of position. Fourteen of the 32 non-
teaching respondents indicated plans to remain in their current position. The 
specific employment areas of the respondents included: manager/coordinator; 
substitute; merchandise manager; paralegal; fundraiser; retired; and management. 
Ten non-teaching graduates indicated plans to seek a teaching position; four 
planned to seek other education-related positions; and two planned to seek another 
type of position. The specific education-related positions included: teacher's aide; 
in-house instructor; school counselor; and special needs coordinator. 
Almost 75% of the respondents of the study were admitted into the 
vocational-technical education degree program as a transfer student with an 
associate degree. Approximately 21% of the VTE program graduates were 
admitted into the program after they met the following three requirements: a high 
school diploma or equivalent; an appropriate emplojonent experience; and after 
satisfactorily completing an occupational competency examination or its 
equivalent. Only two graduates indicated being admitted as a freshman. 
Graduates were asked to indicate their occupational specialty area. The 
occupational specialties in the VTE program were categorized into five areas: 
agriculture; business; health; technical; and trade. A sample listing of the 
occupations within each area are shown in Table 4.3. Figure 4.4 depicts a 
breakdown of the participants by occupational specialty area. 
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Table 4.3 Specialty area occupations 
Agriculture Agriculture 
Agriculture Business Conservation 
Agricialture Mechanics Ornamental Horticulture 
Horse Handling 85 Care Farm Production, Management & 
Small Animal Care Mechanics 
Business Business 
Accounting Retail Business Management 
Business Management Data Processing 
Marketing Banking, Insurance 85 Real Estate 
Secretarial Science 
Health Health 
Dental Hygiene Dental Laboratory Technology 
Medical Assisting Occupational Therapy Assisting 
Medical Laboratory Technology Opthalmic Laboratory Technology 
Nursing Opthalmic Dispensing 
Medical Records Technology Respiratory Therapy Technology 
Radiologic Technology 
Technical Technical 
Architectural Drafting 85 Building Industrial Chemistry 
Construction Industrial Design 85 Advertising Art 
Aeronautics Instrumental 85 Control Systems 
Electrical Electronics Mechanical Design 85 Construction 
Fashion Design Structural Drafting 85 Design 
Trade Trade 
Air Conditioning 8s Refiigeration Food Preparation 
Automotive Industries Graphic Arts 
Aviation Trades Maintenance 86 Repair 
Construction Trades Metal Trades 
Drafting Personal Service Occupations 
Electronic Trades Public Service Occupations 
Electro-mechanical Trades Textile Production Ss Fabrication 
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y^'oitiie hrath Trade Business Tecmcal 
OxLfDab'onai Specialty Area 
Figure 4.4 Occupational specialty distribution of graduates 
The mean year of work experience in an occupational specialty was 12.96 
with a range of less than one year to 45 years. The median year of work 
experience was 9.5 years, with a mode of 5 years. The mean total credit hours 
earned upon completion of the VTE baccalaureate degree was 132.88, with a 
median total of 128 and a mode of 126 credits. 
Fifty-one of the participants in the study indicated holding a provisional 
teaching certificate whereas 32 indicated holding a permanent teaching certificate. 
The states granting provisional certification included: New York, Illinois, Virginia, 
Georgia, and Connecticut. The states granting permanent certification included: 
New York, North Carolina, and South Carolina. Thirteen graduates indicated 
holding an "other" teacher certificate which included: certificate of qualification; 
administrative certificate; or cooperative education coordination certificate. 
The mean year of teaching experience was 4.66, with a range of 30 years. 
The median year of teaching experience was three and a mode of one year. 
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Fifteen graduates had earned a Master's degree, and the mean number of 
credits earned was 36.43. Eight graduates earned a Master of Science degree, five 
earned a Master of Education degree, and two earned a Master of Business 
Administration degree. Fifty-three respondents indicated they were pursuing a 
Master's degree whereas 40 were not. The major program of study of those 
pursuing Master's degrees are shown in Table 4.4. The actual counts and 
percentages to information provided in this section can be found in Graduate 
Demographic Analysis (Appendix D-1). 
Faculty characteristics 
Faculty characteristics include data collected from the 35 VTE program 
adjunct faculty who participated in the study. The mean number of years of 
Table 4.4 Master's degree majors of graduates 
Major Major 
Accounting Instructional Technology 
Business Administration Learning Disabilities 
Business Education Management Science 
Christian Education-Ministry Social Work 
Counseling Psychology 
Curriculum Design Technology Reading Education 
Education Administration Special Education 
Education Special Needs 
Elementary Education Technology 
Guidance Technology Education 
Health Education Vocational Education 
Human Services Vocational-Technical Education 
Industrial Technology 
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adjunct participation with the VTE program was 8.36 with a range of less than a 
one year to 20 years. 
The last semester of participation is shown in Figure 4.5. The ciorrent full-
time occupation titles of faculty respondents is shown in Table 4.5. 
The faculty respondents in this study were asked to denote all the degrees 
they had earned. Ten faculty members indicated having earned the Associate 
degree, 30 the Baccalaureate degree, 32 the Masters degree, and 7 the Doctorate 
degree. One faculty member indicated completing 42 graduate credits and another 
had 60 credits beyond the Master's degree. One faculty member noted having 
earned a CAS (certificate of advanced study) degree and one indicated ABD (aU but 
dissertation) status. 
The Associate degree majors, the Baccalaureate degree majors, the Master's 
degree majors, and the Doctorate degree majors are listed in Table 4.6. The actual 
counts and percentages to information provided in this section can be found in 
Faculty Demographic Analysis (Appendix D-2). 
Missing 5.7% 
Summer 97 2.9% Spring 94 2.9% 
Spring 95 5.7% 
Spring 96 11.4% 
Fall 96 11.4% 
Spring 97 60% 
Figure 4.5 Last teaching semester distribution 
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Table 4.5 Occupation titles of adjunct faculty 
Title Tide 
Administrator Projects 
Agriculture Teacher Education Supervisor 
Assistant Director of Adult Education Human Resource Director 
Assistant Principal Multi-Occupation Instructor 
Assistant Superintendent Principal 
Business Education Teacher Retired Administrator/Teacher 
Coordinator of Instruction-Special Retired Director of Vocational Education 
Education 
Retired Vocational Administrator 
Curriculum Coordinator 
Retired Vocational Education Director 
Dean of Students 
Speech-Language Pathologist 
Director of Vocational-Technical Adult School-To-Work Coordinator Continuing Education 
Director CV-TEC T eacher / M entor 
Director of Occupational Education Vocational Education Director 
Director of Special Projects Vocational Education Teacher 
Content Standards 
In this section the findings related to each research question are 
summarized. Part A of the survey instrument was designed to address each 
question. 
Importance assessment 
Three research questions addressed in the study dealt with assessment of 
importance: 
Research Question 1. Is there a difference in how SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program, graduates rate the importance of the Standards of Quality? 
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Table 4.6 Degree majors of adjunct faculty-
Associate degree majors 
Accounting Electrical Technology-
Agriculture Engineering 
Agriculture Engineering Liberal Arts 
Art Mechanical Technology 
Business 
Baccalaureate degree majors 
Agriculture Education Industrial Arts Ed 
Business Industrial Technology 
Business Administration Psychology Social Services 
Business Education Psychological Counseling 
Economics Science 
Education Special Education 
Education/Technology Speech 
English Speech Pathology/Audiology 
Finance Vocational Education 
Industrial Arts Vocational-Technical Education 
Masters degree majors 
Administration Industrial Education 
Communication & Administration Psychology 
Education Administration Secondary Education 
Education Special Education 
Education Administration/ Supervision Supervision Ss Curriculum 
Guidance Counseling Vocational Education 
Gxiidance/Personnel: Administration Vocational Education Administration 
Industrial Arts Vocational-Technical Education 
Doctorate degree majors 
Adult Education Education Administration 
Business Education Psychology 
Curriculum & Instruction Vocational-Technical Education 
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Research Question 2. Is there a difference in how SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program faculty rate the importance of the Standards of Quality? 
Research Question 3. Is there a difference between how SUNYCO vocational-
technical education program graduates and faculty rate the importance of the 
Standards of Quality? 
The first part of the survey instrument gathered data to answer the research 
questions of this study. The data to answer Research Questions 1-3, identifying 
the difference in importance ratings for each content standard associated with 
teacher preparation programs, are shown in Tables 4.7 - 4.12. The results shown 
in Tables 4.7 - 4.12 display the mean scores and ranking of each content standard 
by respondent group to show the importance rating difference according to faculty 
and graduates. 
As shown in Table 4.7, the rankings of each instruction standard by each 
respondent group are closely aligned. The mean of each standard for each 
respondent group is also above 4.10, indicating a degree of importance. The range 
between the high mean and low mean for the instruction standards for each 
respondent group is similar: all = 0.55, faculty = 0.55, graduates = 0.56. 
As shown in Table 4.8, the rankings of each curriculum standard by each 
respondent group are similar except for two standards: 2-1, Make instructional 
content meaningful; and 2-4, Integrate curriculum materials and experiences. The 
graduates ranked standard 2-1 first and the faculty ranked it five and one-half. 
The faculty ranked standard 2-4 second and the graduates ranked it sixth. The 
mean of each standard for each respondent group is also above four, except for 
two standards: 2-10, Evaluate multiple approaches to curriculum development; 
and 2-11, Promote critical reflection. The faculty mean for standard 2-10 is 3.71 
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Table 4.7 Importance means of Area 1: Instruction standards 
Standard Respondent 
Group 
Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 7 
1. Promote student-centered All 4.58 0.55 152 3 
approaches Facility 4.51 0.61 3 3.5 
Graduate 4.60 0.53 11 3 
2. Evaluate, select, design and AU 4.52 0.59 15 4 
use educational technology Faculty- 4.40 0.55 3 5 
Graduate 4.56 0.59 11 4 
3. Design, implement. All 4.45 0.70 15 5 
maniptilate and assess Faculty' 4.51 0.56 3 3.5 
learning experiences Graduate 4.43 0.73 11 5 
4. Teach academic concepts by All 4.66 0.62 15 1.5 
demonstrating workplace Faculty 4.69 0.53 3 1 
applications Graduate 4.66 0.65 11 1.5 
5. Coordinate instruction with AU 4.11 0.80 15 7 
academic teachers Faculty 4.14 0.69 3 7 
Graduate 4.10 0.83 11 7 
6. Integrate instruction with All 4.66 0.55 15 1.5 
work site learning Facility 4.66 0.54 3 2 
Graduate 4.66 0.56 11 1.5 
7. Motivate students to explore All 4.31 0.70 15 6 
various career paths Faculty' 4.20 0.63 3 6 
Graduate 4.34 0.72 11 6 
Scale: 1 = very unimportant; 2 = unimportant; 3 = neutral; 4 = important; 5 = very important 
and 3.51 for 2-11. The overall mean for standard 2-11 is 3.96. The range between 
the high mean and low mean for the curriculum standards nearly doubles between 
graduates (0.68) and faculty (1.23). Standard 2-11 has the lowest mean, 4.03, of 
the combined 43 standards among the graduate group. 
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Table 4.8 Importance means of Area 2: Cxirriculum standards 
Standard Respondent 
Group 
Mean SD / Rank by C 
Out of 
1. Make instructional content All 4.66 0.55 149 1.5 
meaningful Faculty 4.49 0.70 3 5.5 
Graduate 4.71 0.49 11 1 
2. Incorporate academic and All 4.46 0.62 14 7.5 
technical skills Faculty 4.37 0.50 3 8 
Graduate 4.49 0.66 11 7 
3. Prepare students for All 4.13 0.67 15 9 
participation as producers Faculty 4.11 0.53 3 9 
8s consumers Graduate 4. x4 0.71 11 10 
4. Integrate ctirriculum All 4.57 0.61 148 5.5 
materials and experiences Faculty 4.63 0.49 3 2 
Graduate 4.56 0.64 11 6 
5. Plan, prepare and All 4.57 0.56 14 5.5 
implement lesson plans Faculty 4.51 0.61 3 4 
Graduate 4.59 0.55 11 5 
6. Plan, prepare and All 4.62 0.53 14 3 
implement classroom Facioltjr- 4.60 0.55 3 3 
materials Graduate 4.62 0.52 11 3 
7. Plan, prepare and AU 4.66 0.53 14 1.5 
implement teaching Faculty 4.74 0.51 3 1 
strategies Graduate 4.63 0.54 11 2 
8. Plan, prepare and AU 4.46 0.67 14 7.5 
implement assessment Faculty 4.46 0.66 3 7 
plans gmd instruments Graduate 4.46 0.68 11 8 
9. Develop curriculum for AU 4.58 0.69 150 4 
discovery & self-direction Faculty 4.49 0.61 35 5.5 
for lifelong learning Graduate 4.61 0.71 115 4 
10. Evaluate multiple AU 4.09 0.82 15 10 
approaches to curriculum Faculty 3.71 0.71 3 10 
development Graduate 4.21 0.82 11 9 
11. Promote critical reflection AU 3.96 0.88 14 11 
Facultj- 3.51 1.17 3 11 
Graduate 4.03 0.90 11 11 
Scale: 1 = very unimport2int; 2 = unimportant; 3 = neutral; 4 = important; 5 = very important 
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As shown in Table 4.9, the ranking of each Area 3 standard is similar for all 
respondent groups. The rankings do not vary beyond one or two places. The 
graduate mean for aU standards in this area is above 4.07. Standard 3-6 has the 
lowest mean, 3.34, of the combined 43 standards among the facxolty group. 
Standard 3-6 also has the lowest mean, 3.90, of the combined 43 standards 
Table 4.9 Importance means of Area 3: Special student populations standards 
Standard Respondent 
Group 
Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 9 
1. Recognize special needs All 4.64 0.55 15 1 
Faculty 4.37 0.65 3 2 
Graduate 4.72 0.49 11 1 
2. Apply special needs AU 4.09 0.83 14 8 
legislative law appropriately Faculty- 3.74 0.75 3 8 
Graduate 4.20 0.82 11 8 
3. Recognize laws being All 4.28 0.75 14 3 
broken Faculty- 4.00 0.85 3 4 
Graduate 4.37 0.71 11 4 
4. Identify effective program All 4.24 0.73 14 5 
components Faculty 3.97 0.75 3 3 
Graduate 4.32 0.71 11 5 
5. Identify and use appropriat All 4.18 0.79 14 6 
resources Faculty 3.80 0.83 3 7 
Graduate 4.29 0.74 11 6 
6. Demonstrate knowledge of AU 3.90 0.83 14 9 
diagnostic assessment Faculty 3.34 0.80 3 9 
Graduate 4.07 0.76 11 9 
7. Develop and implement AU 4.16 0.78 14 7 
informal assessment Faculty 3.83 0.75 3 6 
procedures Graduate 4.26 0.77 11 7 
8. Adapt instruction to suit AU 4.44 0.69 14 2 
special needs Facility 4.43 0.74 3 1 
Graduate 4.44 0.68 11 2 
9. Plan and implement school- AU 4.26 0.84 14 4 
to-advilt life transition Faculty 3.85 0.87 3 5 
process Graduate 4.39 0.80 10 3 
Scale: 1 = very unimportant; 2 = unimportant; 3 = neutral; 4 = important; 5 = very important 
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among the respondents as a whole. The faculty mean for standard 3-6 is 3.34, the 
lowest in this area. The range between the high mean and low mean of Area 3 
standards is over 1 for faculty and 0.65 for graduates. 
As shown in Table 4.10, the ranking of each Area 4 standard by each 
respondent group is similar except for one standard: 4-3 Organize and use 
advisory cormxdttee. The faculty ranked standard 4-3 number two and the 
graduates ranked it seven. However, standard 4-1, Develop goals and objectives 
congruent with needs of industry, is ranked number 1 by all respondent groups. 
Table 4.10 Importance means of Area 4: Projection of a positive public status 
and image standards 
Standeird Respondent 
Group 
Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 7 
1. Develop goals and objective All 4.77 0.45 149 I 
congruent with needs of Faculty 4.83 0.38 3 I 
industry Graduate 4.75 0.47 11 I 
2. Obtain emplo3Tnent for AU 4.30 0.84 14 5 
graduates of program Faculty 4.09 0.83 3 5.5 
Graduate 4.37 0.83 10 4.5 
3. Organize and use advisory All 4.23 0.72 14 6 
committee Facility 4.46 0.61 3 2 
Graduate 4.16 0.73 11 7 
4. Obtain business and All 4.34 0.68 14 4 
industry support Faculty 4.23 0.60 3 4 
Graduate 4.37 0.70 11 4.5 
5. Perform the duties related All 4.37 0.73 14 3 
to business and industry Faculty 4.09 0.67 3 5.5 
Graduate 4.45 0.72 11 3 
6. Serve as consultants in the AU 4.14 0.81 13 7 
field of instruction Faculty 3.88 0.77 3 7 
Graduate 4.22 0.81 10 6 
7. Implement personed, AU 4.43 0.75 15 2 
professional development Faculty 4.31 0.63 3 3 
plan Graduate 4.47 0.79 11 2 
Scale: 1 = very unimportant; 2 = unimportant; 3 = neutral; 4 = important; 5 = very important 
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Standard 4-1 also has the highest mean of the combined 43 standards among the 
respondents as a whole (4.77) and the graduate group (4.75). The mean of each 
standard for each respondent group is above 4.14 except for one standard: 4-6 
Serve as consultants in the field of instruction. The faculty mean for standard 4-6 
is 3.88. The range between the high mean and low mean of Area 4 standards for 
faculty is nearly one fioU rating and .59 for graduates. 
As shown in Table 4.11, the ranking of the two Area 5 standards by each 
respondent group is the same. The mean of each standard for each respondent 
group is above 4.11. The range between the high mean and low mean of Area 5 
standards is 0.24 for facvilty and 0.07 for graduates. 
As shown in Table 4.12, the ranking of each Area 6 standard by each 
respondent group is relatively close to one another. Stsindard 6-3, Develop, 
implement, and enforce safety rules, is ranked number 1 by all respondent groups. 
The mean of all standards for each respondent group is above 4.20. The range 
between the high mean and low mean of Area 6 standards nearly doubles between 
graduates (0.36) and faculty (0.69). However, their range is relatively low. 
Table 4.11 Importance means of Area 5: Linkages with stakeholder groups 
standards 
Standard Respondent Mean SD r Rank by Group 
Group Out of 2 
1. Identify stakeholder groups All 4.26 0.83 140 1 
Faculty 4.35 0.65 3 1 
Graduate 4.24 0.88 10 1 
2. Develop and implement All 4.16 0.84 13 2 
involvement strategies Faculty 4.11 0.63 3 2 
Graduate 4.17 0.91 10 2 
Scale: 1 = very unimportant; 2 = unimportant; 3 = neutral; 4 = important; 5 = very important 
44 
Table 4.12 Importance means of Area 6: Laboratory organization and management 
standards 
Standard Respondent 
Group 
Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 7 
1. Pinslyx the physical facility All 4.59 0.62 148 2 
Faculty 4.63 0.60 3 3.5 
Graduate 4.58 0.62 11 2 
2. Integrate safety instruction All 4.58 0.67 14 3 
Faculty 4.77 0.49 3 2 
Graduate 4.52 0.71 11 3 
3. Develop, implement and AU 4.68 0.54 14 1 
enforce safety rules Faculty 4.89 0.32 3 1 
Graduate 4.62 0.57 11 1 
4. Prepare and manage All 4.39 0.69 14 6 
eqxiipment budget Faculty- 4.20 0.72 3 7 
Graduate 4.45 0.67 11 4.5 
5. Apply the principles of All 4.49 0.65 14 4 
effective management Faculty 4.63 0.55 3 3.5 
Graduate 4.45 0.67 11 4.5 
6. Organize student personnel All 4.29 0.67 14 7 
Faculty 4.40 0.65 3 6 
Graduate 4.26 0.68 11 7 
7. Use appropriate record­ All 4.41 0.69 14 5 
keeping systems Faculty 4.51 0.56 3 5 
Graduate 4.38 0.72 11 6 
Scale: 1 = very unimportant; 2 = unimportant: 3 = neutral; 4 = important; 5 = very important 
Readiness assessment 
Readiness assessment is addressed by the foxirth research question: 
Research Question 4: Is there a relationship between how SUNYCO vocational-
technical education program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of 
Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education 
Teachers and how they rate their level of readiness in these areas prior to their first 
teaching position? 
The additional data needed to answer Research Question 4 are shown in 
Tables 4.13 - 4.18. The mean scores of each task were calculated then ranked 
from high to low. As shown in Table 4.13, instruction standard 1-4, Teach 
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Table 4.13 Readiness means of Area 1: Instruction standards 
Standard Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 7 
1. Promote student-centered approaches 3.79 0.86 116 3 
2. Evaluate, select, design and use educational 
technology 
3.51 0.98 117 6 
3. Design, implement, manipulate and assess 
learning experiences 
3.78 0.92 116 4 
4. Teach academic concepts by demonstrating 
workplace applications 
3.96 0.97 116 1 
5. Coordinate instruction with academic 
teachers 
2.99 1.05 113 7 
6. Integrate instruction with work site learning 3.93 0.99 116 2 
7. Motivate students to explore various career 
paths 
3.68 0.95 117 5 
Scale: 1 = very unprepared; 2 = unprepared; 3 = neutral; 4 = prepared; 5 = very prepared 
academic concepts by demonstrating workplace applications, is ranked number 
one by graduates in reference to their perceived level of readiness prior to their 
first teaching position. The mean for standard 1-5 (2.99), Coordinate instruction 
with academic teachers, ranked the lowest in Area 1 and among all the 43 
standards combined. Not one standard mean in Area 1 is four (prepared) or 
greater. Only one standard mean is below three (neutral). The range between the 
high mean and low mean of instruction standards is 0.97. 
As shown in Table 4.14, curriculum standard 2-5, Plan, prepare and 
implement lesson plans, is ranked number one by graduates in reference to their 
perceived level of readiness prior to their first teaching position. Standard 2-11, 
Promote critical reflection, ranked the lowest in Area 2. The mean for standard 2-5 
is 4.25 and 3.30 for standard 2-11. The rsoige between the high mean and low 
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Table 4.14 Readiness means of Area 2: Curricxilvim standards 
Standard Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 11 
1. Make instructional content meaningful 4.03 0.83 14 3 
2. Incorporate academic and technical skills 3.75 0.89 115 6 
3. Prepare students for participation as 
producers fis consumers 
3.45 0.86 115 9 
4. Integrate curriculum materials and 
experiences 
3.65 0.90 116 7 
5. Plan, prepare and implement lesson plans 4.25 0.93 116 1 
6. Plan, prepgire and implement classroom 
materials 
4.18 0.86 116 2 
7. Plan, prepare and implement teaching 
strategies 
3.99 1.06 115 4 
8. Plan, prepare and implement assessment 
plans and instruments 
3.91 0.94 115 5 
9. Develop curriculum for discovery 65 self-
direction for lifelong learning 
3.63 1.04 116 8 
10. Evaluate multiple approaches to curriculum 
development 
3.39 1.04 116 10 
11. Promote critical reflection 3.30 0.98 115 11 
Scale: 1 = very unprepared; 2 = unprepared; 3 = neutrad; 4 = prepared: 5 = very prepared 
mean of curriculum standards is 0.95. The high end of the range falls slightly 
above "prepared" (4.25) and the low end slightly above "neutral" (3.30). 
As indicated in Table 4.15, 3-1, Recognize special needs, is ranked number 
one by graduates in reference to their perceived level of readiness prior to their 
first teaching position. Standard 3-6, Demonstrate knowledge of diagnostic 
assessment, ranked the lowest in Area 3. The mean for standard 3-1 is 3.64 and 
3.00 for 3-6. The range between the high mean and low mean of Area 3 standards 
is 0.64. 
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Table 4.15 Readiness means of Area 3: Special student populations standards 
Standard Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 9 
1. Recognize special needs 3.64 1.13 115 1 
2. Apply special needs legislative law 
appropriately 
3.46 1.13 113 2 
3. Recognize laws being broken 3.44 1.13 115 3 
4. Identrfj' effective program components 3.25 1.06 115 7 
5. Identify and use appropriate resources 3.28 1.13 114 6 
6. Demonstrate knowledge of diagnostic 
assessment 
3.00 1.10 113 9 
7. Develop and implement informal assessment 
procedures 
3.31 1.11 115 5 
8. Adapt instruction to suit special needs 3.36 1.14 114 4 
9. Plan and implement school-to-adult life 
transition process 
3.13 1.19 111 8 
Scale: 1 = very unprepared; 2 = unprepared; 3 = neutral; 4 = prepared; 5 = very prepared 
As shown in Table 4.16, standard 4-1, Develop goals and objectives 
congruent with needs of industry, is ranked number one by graduates in reference 
to their perceived level of readiness prior to their first teaching position. The mean 
for standard 4-1 is 4.12. The mean for standard 4-3 (3.49), Organize and use 
advisory committee, ranked the lowest in Area 4. The standard means in Area 4 
are relatively close to the "prepared" rating. The range between the high mean and 
low mean of Area 4 standards is 0.63. 
As shown in Table 4.17, standard 5-1, Teach academic concepts by 
demonstrating workplace applications, is ranked number one and standard 5-2 is 
ranked number 2 by graduates in reference to their perceived level of readiness 
prior to their first teaching position. The mean for standard 5-1 is 3.38 and 3.17 
for standard 5-2. 
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Table 4.16 Readiness means of Area 4: Projection of a positive public status and 
image standards 
Standard Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 7 
1. Develop goals sind objectives congruent with 
needs of industry 
4.12 0.75 115 1 
2. Obtain employment for graduates of program 3.50 0.99 108 6 
3. Organize and use advisory committee 3.49 1.06 109 7 
4. Obtain business and industry support 3.63 1.07 112 5 
5. Perform the duties related to business and 
industry 
4.11 0.93 115 2 
6. Serve as consultants in the field of 
instruction 
3.69 1.05 107 4 
7. Implement personal, professional 
development plan 
3.83 0.98 115 3 
Scale : 1 = very unprepared; 2 = unprepsired; 3 = neutral; 4 = prepared; 5 = very prepared 
Table 4.17 Readiness means of Area 5: Linkages with stakeholder groups 
standards 
Standard Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 2 
1. Identify stakeholder groups 3.38 1.05 108 1 
2. Develop and implement involvement 
strategies 
3.17 1.04 106 2 
Scale: 1 = very unprepared; 2 = unprepared; 3 = neutral; 4 = prepared; 5 = very prepared 
As shown in Table 4.18, standard 6-3, Develop, implement and 
enforce safety rules, is ranked number one by graduates in Area 6. Standard 6-3 
also ranked the highest among all 43 standards combined in reference to their 
perceived level of readiness prior to their first teaching position. It is also 
important to note that Standard 6-3 is ranked the highest by faculty among all 43 
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Table 4.18 Readiness means of Area 6: Laboratory organization and 
management standards 
Standard Mean SD / Rank by Group 
Out of 7 
1. Ansdyze the physical facility 4.24 0.85 116 2.5 
2. Integrate safety instruction 4.24 0.75 113 2.5 
3. Develop, implement and enforce safety rules 4.34 0.70 115 1 
4. Prepare and manage eqxiipment budget 3.80 1.04 114 7 
5. Apply the principles of effective management 4.04 0.90 113 4 
6. Organize student personnel 3.98 0.83 113 5 
7. Use appropriate record-keeping systems 3.90 0.96 115 6 
Scale: 1 = very unprepared; 2 = unprepared; 3 = neutral; 4 = prepared; 5 = very prepared 
standards combined in reference to their perceived level of importance for 
vocational-technical education teachers. Standard 6-4, Prepare and manage 
equipment budget, ranked the lowest. The mean for standard 6-3 is 4.34 and 3.80 
for stsindard 6-4. The range between the high mean and low mean of Area 6 
standards is 0.54. 
Mastery assessment 
In addition to collecting data regarding the perceptions of faculty and 
graduates about importance and readiness ratings toward teacher preparation 
standards, the faculty were asked to denote the level at which they believed 
mastery of each standard shoxald be set. The frequency and percentages for each 
response were calculated. The results to this data collection are shown in Tables 
4.19 - 4.24. 
The "application" level of mastery appeared to be most frequent response by 
faculty in Area 1, Instruction standards. Within Area 2, Curriculvim standards. 
50 
Table 4.19 Mastery level of Area 1: Instruction standards 
Standard Response / % Response / % 
1. Promote student- Evaluation 7 20.00 Comprehension 5 14.30 
centered approaches Synthesis 5 14.30 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 0 0.00 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 16 45.70 
2. Evaluate, select, design Evaluation 7 20.00 Comprehension 3 8.60 
and use educational Synthesis 4 11.40 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
technology Analysis 4 11.40 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 15 42.90 
3. Design, implement. Evaluation 8 22.90 Comprehension 7 20.00 
manipulate and assess Synthesis 4 11.40 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
learning experiences Analysis 1 2.90 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 13 37.10 
4. Teach academic concepts Evaluation 6 17.10 Comprehension 5 14.30 
by demonstrating Synthesis 6 17.10 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
workplace applications Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 13 37.10 
5. Coordinate instruction Evaluation 2 5.70 Comprehension 6 17.10 
with academic teachers Synthesis 7 20.00 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 6 17.10 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 11 34.40 
6. Integrate instruction Evaluation 4 11.40 Comprehension 4 11.40 
with work site learning Synthesis 7 20.00 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 15 42.90 
7 Motivate students to Evaluation 4 11.40 Comprehension 5 14.30 
explore various career Synthesis 6 17.10 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
paths Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 15 42.90 
three levels received frequent responses: application, comprehension, and 
evaluation. The "comprehension", "analysis" and "application" levels were selected 
frequently by faculty for Area 3, Special populations standards. Within Area 4, 
Projection of a positive public status and image standards, the "application" level 
of mastery received a majority of faculty responses. The "analysis" level of mastery 
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Table 4.20 Mastery level of Area 2: Curricultun standards 
Standard Response / % Response / % 
1. Make instructional Evaluation 4 11.40 Comprehension 11 31.40 
content meaningful Synthesis 4 11.40 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 10 28.60 
2. Incorporate academic Evaluation 2 5.70 Comprehension 6 17.10 
and technical skills Synthesis 8 22.90 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 14 40.00 
3. Prepare students for Evaluation 1 2.90 Comprehension 6 17.10 
participation as Synthesis 6 17.10 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
producers & consumers Analysis 7 20.00 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 13 37.10 
4. Integrate curriculum Evaluation 7 20.00 Comprehension 7 20.00 
materials and Synthesis 6 17.10 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
experiences Analysis 1 2.90 Missing 3 8.60 
Application 11 31.40 
5. Plan, prepare and Evaluation 9 25.70 Comprehension 5 14.30 
implement lesson plans Synthesis 1 2.90 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 2 5.70 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 16 45.70 
6. Plan, prepare and Evaluation 8 22.90 Comprehension 7 20.00 
implement classroom Synthesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
materials Analysis 2 5.70 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 14 40.00 
7. Plan, prepare and Evaluation 10 28.60 Comprehension 6 17.10 
implement teaching Synthesis 3 8.60 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
strategies Analysis 2 5.70 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 12 34.30 
8. Plan, prepare and Evaluation 10 28.60 Comprehension 5 14.30 
implement assessment Synthesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
plans and instruments Analysis 5 14.30 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 11 31.40 
9. Develop curriculum for Evaluation 8 22.90 Comprehension 8 22.90 
discovery & self-direction Synthesis 5 14.30 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
for lifelong learning Analysis 5 14.30 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 7 20.00 
10. Evaluate multiple Evaluation 4 11.40 Comprehension 6 17.10 
approaches to Synthesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
curriculum development Analysis 10 28.60 Missing 4 11.40 
Application 8 22.90 
11. Promote critical Evaluation 3 8.60 Comprehension 7 20.00 
reflection Synthesis 4 11.40 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 7 20.00 Missing 5 14.30 
Application 8 22.90 
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Table 4.21 Mastery level of Area 3: Special student populations standards 
Standard Response / % Response / % 
1. Recognize special needs Evaluation 7 20.00 Comprehension 10 28.60 
Synthesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 5 14.30 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 8 22.90 
2. Apply special needs Evaluation 1 2.90 Comprehension 10 28.60 
legislative law Synthesis 1 2.90 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
appropriately Anadysis 6 17.10 Missing 3 8.60 
Application 13 37.10 
3. Recognize laws being Evaluation 5 14.30 Comprehension 12 34.30 
broken Synthesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 7 20.00 Missing 4 11.40 
Application 4 11.40 
4. Identify effective program Evaluation 5 14.30 Comprehension 4 11.40 
components Synthesis 7 20.00 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 4 11.40 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 13 37.10 
5. Identify and use Evaluation 1 2.90 Comprehension 7 20.00 
appropriate resources Synthesis 5 14.30 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 7 20.00 Missing 4 11.40 
Application 11 31.40 
6. Demonstrate knowledge Evaluation 3 8.60 Comprehension 9 25.10 
of diagnostic assessment Synthesis 3 8.60 Not Applicable 2 5.70 
Analysis 8 22.90 Missing 4 11.40 
Application 6 17.10 
7. Develop and implement Evaluation 4 11.40 Comprehension 7 20.00 
informal assessment Synthesis 6 17.10 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
procedures Analysis 9 25.70 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 6 17.10 
8. Adapt instruction to smt Evaluation 5 14.30 Comprehension 5 14.30 
special needs S5Tithesis 3 8.60 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 6 17.10 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 14 40.00 
9. Plan and implement Evaluation 2 5.70 Comprehension 7 20.00 
school-to-adult life Synthesis 7 20.00 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
trcinsition process Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 4 11.40 
Application 12 34.30 
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Table 4.22 Mastery level of Area 4: Projection of a positive public status and 
image standards 
Standard Response / % Response / % 
1. Develop goals and Evaluation 8 22.90 Comprehension 6 17.10 
objective congruent with S5Tithesis 3 8.60 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
needs of industry Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 3 8.60 
Application 12 34.30 
2. Obtain emplo3Tnent for Evaluation 4 11.40 Comprehension 5 14.30 
graduates of program Synthesis 0 0.00 Not Applicable 2 5.70 
Analysis 4 11.40 Missing 3 8.60 
Application 19 54.30 
3. Organize and use Evaluation 2 5.70 Comprehension 7 20.00 
advisory committee Synthesis 4 11.40 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 6 17.10 Missing 3 8.60 
Application 12 34.30 
4. Obtain business and Evaluation 2 5.70 Comprehension 3 8.60 
industry support Synthesis 5 14.30 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 6 17.10 Missing 3 8.60 
Application 15 42.90 
5. Perform the duties Evaluation 3 8.60 Comprehension 8 22.90 
related to business and Synthesis 4 11.40 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
industry Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 4 11.40 
Application 13 37.10 
6. Serve as consultants in Evaluation 1 2.90 Comprehension 4 11.40 
the field of instruction Synthesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 5 14.30 
Analysis 7 20.00 Missing 4 11.40 
Application 12 34.30 
7. Implement personal, Evaluation 7 20.00 Comprehension 5 14.30 
professional Synthesis 5 14.30 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
development plan Analysis 2 5.70 Missing 4 11.40 
Application 12 34.30 
Table 4.23 Mastery level of Area 5: Linkages with stakeholder groups standards 
Standard Response / % Response / % 
1. Identify stadceholder Evaluation 5 14.30 Comprehension 9 25.70 
groups SjTithesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 11 31.40 Missing 3 8.60 
Application 4 11.40 
2. Develop and implement Evaluation 4 11.40 Comprehension 7 20.00 
involvement strategies Sjmthesis 4 11.40 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 4 11.40 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 14 40.00 
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Table 4.24 Mastery level of Area 6: Laboratory organization and management 
standards 
Standard Response / % Response / % 
1. Analyze the physical Evaluation 9 25.70 Comprehension 8 22.90 
facility Synthesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 4 11.40 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 10 28.60 
2. Integrate safety Evaluation 5 14.30 Comprehension 4 11.40 
instruction Synthesis 3 8.60 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 18 51.40 
3. Develop, implement and Evaluation 7 20.00 Comprehension 6 17.10 
enforce safety rules Synthesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis I 2.90 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 17 48.60 
4. Prepare and manage Evaluation 5 14.30 Comprehension 7 20.00 
equipment budget SjTithesis 3 8.60 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 5 14.30 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 12 34.30 
5. Apply the principles of Evaluation 4 11.40 Comprehension 5 14.30 
effective management Synthesis 3 8.60 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 6 17.10 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 15 42.90 
6. Organize student Evaluation 2 5.70 Comprehension 5 14.30 
personnel Synthesis 5 14.30 Not Applicable 1 2.90 
Analysis 5 14.30 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 15 42.90 
7. Use appropriate record­ Evaluation 7 20.00 Comprehension 5 14.30 
keeping systems S5Tithesis 2 5.70 Not Applicable 0 0.00 
Analysis 3 8.60 Missing 2 5.70 
Application 16 45.70 
was selected for standard 5-1, Identify stakeholder groups and the "application" 
level for standard 5-2, Develop and implement involvement strategies. Once again 
the "application" level received the most responses by faculty for Area 6, 
Laboratory organization and management standards. This portion of the survey 
instrument received less attention from the faculty respondents. Each standard 
had at least two and up to five "system missing" responses which accounted for 
approximately 6 to 15% in this section. 
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Results of Hjrpotlieses Testing 
The results of the data analyses are organized as they relate to each 
research hypothesis. First each of the four hypotheses is stated and then the 
results and the statistical procedures to obtain those results are presented. 
The t-test for a single mean procedure was used to test niiU hj^otheses one 
and two. The t-test for a single mean tests whether a sample (all undergraduate 
program graduates between Fall 1991 and Spring 1997 semesters and all adjunct 
faculty from the VTE department at SUNYCO) mean differs significantly from a 
specified population (all undergraduate alumni and faculty from the VTE 
department at SUNYCO) mean. However, population means are generally not 
known in educational research (Gall, Borg 8b Gall, 1996), as was the case in this 
study. 
The Standards of Quality proposed by NAITTE were designed to serve as 
benchmarks for improving teacher education programs "providing a universally 
accepted level of proficiency for TSeI teachers" (Walker et al., 1996, p. 32), thus 
representing "the best thinking of the profession in preparing well-qualified 
teachers" (p. 40). Therefore, the "important" rating, number four, was used as the 
test value (population mean) to test Hypotheses 1 and 2. 
In addition, as the number of t-tests are increased, the risk of committing a 
Type I error (rejecting a true null hypothesis) also increases. This risk can be 
reduced by lowering the level of significance (Gall et al., 1996). Therefore, the a = 
0.001 level of significance for testing null h3^otheses one and two was used. One­
way ANOVA and correlation procedures (using a = .05) were used to test null 
h5rpotheses three and four. 
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Overall difference 
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference in how SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of Quality for the 
Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education Teachers. 
The t-tests performed to test Hypothesis 1 revealed significant differences 
for 32 of the 43 standards (p < 0.001), therefore. Hypothesis 1 was rejected. A 
statistically significant difference was found among SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program graduates regarding their rating the degree of importance of 
the Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and 
Industrial Education Teachers. Statistically significant differences could not be 
found for 11 standards with the sample population used in the study. 
The means of the 32 standards found to have significant differences are 
actually higher than the projected popxilation mean (4 "important"). This indicated 
that the graduates fi-om the VTE program perceive these specific 32 Quality 
Standards, proposed by NAITTE, are more than just "important" to their most 
recent teaching position. The values of these tests can be found in Table 4.25. 
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference in how SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program faculty rate the importance of the Standards of Quality for the 
Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education Teachers. 
The t-tests performed to test Hypothesis 2 revealed significant differences 
for 21 of the 43 standards (p < 0.001), therefore. Hypothesis 2 was rejected. A 
statistically significant difference was found among SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program graduates regarding their rating the degree of importance of 
the Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and 
Industrial Education Teachers. Statistically significant differences could not be 
found for 22 standards with the sample population used in the study. 
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Table 4.25 T-test analyses of graduate importance ratings 
Standard Number of Cases Mean SD t - Value df P 
1-1 * 117 4.60 0.53 12.30 116 0.000 
1-2 * 117 4.56 0.59 10.12 116 0.000 
1-3 * 117 4.43 0.73 6.29 116 0.000 
1-4 * 117 4.66 0.65 11.03 116 0.000 
1-5 115 4.10 0.83 1.24 114 0.217 
1-6 * 116 4.66 0.56 12.80 115 0.000 
1-7 * 116 4.34 0.72 5.13 115 0.000 
2-1 * 114 4.71 0.49 15.39 113 0.000 
2-2 * 114 4.49 0.66 8.01 113 0.000 
2-3 115 4.14 0.71 2.10 114 0.038 
2-4 * 113 4.56 0.64 9.26 112 0.000 
2-5 * 113 4.59 0.55 11.56 112 0.000 
2-6 * 114 4.62 0.52 12.74 113 0.000 
2-7 • 114 4.63 0.54 12.57 113 0.000 
2-8 * 114 4.46 0.68 7.16 113 0.000 
2-9 * 115 4.61 0.71 9.20 114 0.000 
2-10 115 4.21 0.82 2.72 114 0.007 
2-11 114 4.03 0.90 0.31 113 0.755 
3-1 * 116 4.72 0.49 15.73 115 0.000 
3-2 114 4.20 0.82 2.62 113 0.010 
3-3 • 115 4.37 0.71 5.56 114 0.000 
3-4 * 114 4.32 0.71 4.88 113 0.000 
3-5 * 112 4.29 0.74 4.20 111 0.000 
3-6 111 4.07 0.76 1.00 110 0.320 
3-7 113 4.26 0.77 3.57 112 0.001 
3-8 * 113 4.44 0.68 6.91 112 0.000 
3-9 * 108 4.39 0.80 5.08 107 0.000 
4-1 * 114 4.75 0.47 17.08 113 0.000 
4-2 * 106 4.37 0.83 4.55 105 0.000 
4-3 110 4.16 0.73 2.33 109 0.022 
4-4 * 113 4.37 0.70 5.67 112 0.000 
4-5 * 110 4.45 0.72 6.58 109 0.000 
4-6 105 4.22 0.81 2.78 104 0.007 
4-7 * 115 4.47 0.79 6.40 114 0.000 
5-1 106 4.24 0.88 2.76 105 0.007 
5-2 104 4.17 0.91 1.94 103 0.055 
6-1 * 113 4.58 0.62 9.80 112 0.000 
6-2 ' 110 4.52 0.71 7.62 109 0.000 
6-3 * 113 4.62 0.57 11.51 112 0.000 
6-4 * 112 4.45 0.67 7.06 111 0.000 
6-5 * 111 4.45 0.67 7.08 110 0.000 
6-6 * 113 4.26 0.68 4.02 112 0.000 
6-7 • 114 4.38 0.72 5.58 113 0.000 
* Significant at a = 0.001. 
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All but the mean of one standard (3-6: p. = 3.34) of the 21 standards foiuid 
to have significant differences are higher than the projected population mean (4 
"important"). This finding indicated that the faculty considered 20 Quality 
Standards more than just "important" for VTE teachers. The values of these tests 
can be found in Table 4.26. 
Difference between groups 
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between how SUNYCO vocational-
technical education program graduates and faculty rate the importance of the 
Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial 
Education Teachers. 
The one-way ANOVA technique used to test Hypothesis 3 and identify 
differences between graduates and faculty perceptions' of teacher preparation 
standards revealed significant differences, therefore, Hjrpothesis 3 was rejected. A 
statistically significant difference was found between SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program graduates and faculty importance ratings of the Standards of 
Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education 
Teachers. 
The results of the one-way ANOVA showed that the perceptions of faculty 
and graduates were significantly different for 14 of the 43 standards. Significant 
differences were found in 2 of the 11 Curriculum Standards (Area 2), 8 of the 9 
Special Student Population Standards (Area 3), 3 of the 7 Projection of a Positive 
Public Status and Image Standards (Area 4) and 1 of the 7 Laboratory 
Organization and Management Standards (Area 6). These standards were: 2-1 -
Make instructional content meaningful; 2-10 - Evaluate multiple approaches to 
CTirriculum development; 3-1 - Recognize special needs; 3-2 - Apply special needs 
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Table 4.26 T-test analyses of facvilty importance ratings 
Standard Number of Cases Mean SD t - Value df P 
1-1 * 35 4.51 0.61 4.97 34 0.000 
1-2 * 35 4.40 0.55 4.28 34 0.000 
1-3 • 35 4.51 0.65 5.41 34 0.000 
1-4 * 35 4.69 0.53 7.66 34 0.000 
1-5 35 4.14 0.69 1.22 34 0.230 
1-6 * 35 4.66 0.54 7.21 34 0.000 
1-7 35 4.20 0.63 1.87 34 0.070 
2-1 35 4.49 0.70 4.09 34 0.000 
2-2 * 35 4.37 0.50 4.48 34 0.000 
2-3 35 4.11 0.53 1.28 34 0.211 
2-4 * 35 4.63 0.49 7.59 34 0.000 
2-5 • 35 4.51 0.61 4.97 34 0.000 
2-6 * 35 4.60 0.55 6.42 34 0.000 
2-7 * 35 4.74 0.51 8.70 34 0.000 
2-8 * 35 4.46 0.66 4.12 34 0.000 
2-9 * 35 4.49 0.61 4.69 34 0.000 
2-10 35 3.71 0.71 -2.38 34 0.023 
2-11 33 3.51 1.17 -1.96 32 0.059 
3-1 35 4.37 0.65 3.40 34 0.002 
3-2 34 3.74 0.75 -2.05 33 0.048 
3-3 34 4.00 0.85 0.00 33 1.000 
3-4 35 3.97 0.75 -0.23 34 0.822 
3-5 35 3.80 0.83 -1.42 34 0.165 
3-6 * 35 3.34 0.80 -4.85 34 0.000 
3-7 35 3.83 0.75 -1.36 34 0.183 
3-8 35 4.43 0.74 3.43 34 0.002 
3-9 33 3.85 1.08 -1.00 32 0.325 
4-1 * 35 4.83 0.38 12.82 34 0.000 
4-2 34 4.09 0.83 0.62 33 0.540 
4-3 * 35 4.46 0.61 4.43 34 0.000 
4-4 35 4.23 0.60 2.26 34 0.030 
4-5 34 4.09 0.67 0.77 33 0.447 
4-6 34 3.88 0.77 -0.89 33 0.379 
4-7 35 4.31 0.63 2.95 34 0.006 
5-1 34 4.35 0.65 3.19 33 0.003 
5-2 35 4.11 0.63 1.07 34 0.292 
6-1 * 35 4.63 0.60 6.22 34 0.000 
6-2 * 35 4.77 4.49 9.31 34 0.000 
6-3 * 35 4.89 0.32 16.23 34 0.000 
6-4 35 4.20 0.72 1.64 34 0.109 
6-5 * 35 4.63 0.55 6.80 34 0.000 
6-6 35 4.40 0.65 3.64 34 0.001 
6-7 * 35 4.51 0.56 5.41 34 0.000 
* Significant at a = 0.001. 
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legislative law appropriately; 3-3 - Recognize laws being broken; 3-4 - Identify 
effective program components; 3-5 - Identify and use appropriate resources; 3-6 -
Demonstrate knowledge of diagnostic assessment; 3-7 - Develop and implement 
informal assessment procedures; 3-9 - Plan and implement school-to-adult life 
transition process; 4-3 - Organize and use advisory committee; 4-5 - Perform the 
duties related to business and industry; 4-6 - Serve as consultants in the field of 
instruction; and 6.3 - Develop, implement and enforce safety rules. Since the 
number of tests performed was large, only the tests yielding significant results are 
shown in Table 4.27. The detailed results of aU tests are presented in ANOVA 
Resxilts (Appendix E). 
Relationship between importance and readiness 
Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relationship between how SUNYCO vocational-
technical education program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of 
Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Ekiucation 
Teachers and how they rate their level of readiness in these areas prior to their first 
teaching position. 
The Pearson r product moment coefficient of correlation technique used to identify 
relationships between graduate perceptions of teacher preparation standards 
importance and readiness revealed significant results, therefore. Hypothesis 4 was 
rejected. A statistically significant relationship was found between SUNYCO 
vocational-technical education program graduates importance and readiness 
ratings of the Standards of Quality. The values of these tests can be found in 
Table 4.28. 
The results of the correlation analyses showed that graduates perceptions of 
importance and readiness were significantly related for 35 of the 43 standards. It 
is important to note that "with a reasonably large number of cases, a coefBcient of 
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Table 4.27 ANOVA tests with significant differences 
Standard Source SS df MS F P 
Between Groups 1.353 1 1.353 4.502 0.036 
Within Groups 44.190 147 0.301 
Total 45.544 148 
Between Groups 6.559 1 6.559 10.312 0.002 
Within Groups 94.134 148 0.636 
Total 100.693 149 
Between Groups 3.183 1 3.183 11.352 0.001 
Within Groups 41.783 149 0.280 
Total 44.967 150 
Between Groups 5.698 1 5.698 8.760 0.004 
Within Groups 94.977 146 0.651 
Total 100.676 147 
Between Groups 3.500 1 3.500 6.379 0.013 
Within Groups 80.661 147 0.549 
Total 84.161 148 
Between Groups 3.339 1 3.339 6.462 0.012 
Within Groups 76.963 147 0.517 
Total 79.302 148 
Between Groups 6.525 1 6.525 11.146 0.001 
Within Groups 84.877 145 0.585 
Total 94.401 146 
Between Groups 14.150 1 14.150 23.885 0.000 
Within Groups 85.309 144 0.592 
Total 99.459 145 
Between Groups 4.897 1 4.897 8.458 0.004 
Within Groups 84.529 146 0.579 
Total 89.426 149 
Between Groups 7.382 1 7.382 11.164 0.001 
Within Groups 91.909 139 0.661 
Total 99.291 140 
Between Groups 2.287 1 2.287 4.559 0.034 
Within Groups 71.740 143 0.502 
Total 74.028 144 
Between Groups 3.485 1 3.485 6.872 0.010 
Within Groups 72.008 142 0.507 
Total 75.493 143 
Between Groups 2.912 1 2.912 4.559 0.035 
Within Groups 87.491 137 0.639 
Total 90.403 138 
Between Groups 1.894 1 1.894 6.883 0.010 
Within Groups 40.180 146 0.275 
Total 42.074 147 
2-1 
2-10 
3-1 
3-2 
3-3 
3-4 
3-5 
3-6 
3-7 
3-9 
4-3 
4-5 
4-6 
6-3 
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Table 4.28 Correlation analyses of graduate importance and readiness ratings 
Standard Importance Importance Readiness Readiness r P 
Mean N Mean N 
1-1 4.60 117 3.79 116 0.046 0.623 
1-2 • 4.56 117 3.51 117 0.219 0.018 
1-3 * 4.43 117 3.78 116 0.316 0.001 
1-4 * 4.66 117 3.96 116 0.380 0.000 
1-5 * 4.10 115 2.99 113 0.231 0.016 
1-6 * 4.66 116 3.93 116 0.231 0.014 
1-7 * 4.34 116 3.68 117 0.315 0.001 
2-1 * 4.71 114 4.03 114 0.396 0.000 
2-2 * 4.49 114 3.75 115 0.382 0.000 
2-3 * 4.14 115 3.45 115 0.408 0.000 
2-4 4.56 113 3.65 116 0.136 0.152 
2-5 * 4.59 113 4.25 116 0.221 0.019 
2-6 * 4.62 114 4.18 116 0.259 0.003 
2-7 * 4.63 114 3.99 115 0.208 0.028 
2-8 * 4.46 114 3.91 115 0.308 0.001 
2-9 4.61 115 3.63 116 0.162 0.084 
2-10 * 4.21 115 3.39 116 0.347 0.000 
2-11 * 4.03 114 3.30 115 0.382 0.000 
3-1 4.72 116 3.64 115 -0.024 0.799 
3-2 * 4.20 114 3.46 113 0.302 0.001 
3-3 * 4.37 115 3.44 115 0.271 0.004 
3-4 4.32 114 3.25 115 0.158 0.094 
3-5 * 4.29 112 3.28 114 0.244 0.010 
3-6 * 4.07 111 3.00 113 0.257 0.007 
3-7 * 4.26 113 3.31 115 0.240 0.011 
3-8 * 4.44 113 3.36 114 0.325 0.000 
3-9 • 4.39 108 3.13 111 0.299 0.002 
4-1 * 4.75 114 4.12 115 0.327 0.000 
4-2 4.37 106 3.50 108 0.190 0.057 
4-3 • 4.16 110 3.49 109 0.412 0.000 
4-4 • 4.37 113 3.63 112 0.389 0.000 
4-5 * 4.45 110 4.11 115 0.462 0.000 
4-6 • 4.22 105 3.69 107 0.380 0.000 
4-7 * 4.47 115 3.83 115 0.394 0.000 
5-1 * 4.24 106 3.38 108 0.516 0.000 
5-2 • 4.17 104 3.17 106 0.511 0.000 
6-1 * 4.58 113 4.25 116 0.388 0.000 
6-2 * 4.52 110 4.24 113 0.407 0.000 
6-3 4.62 113 4.34 115 0.401 0.000 
6-4 4.45 112 3.80 114 0.185 0.054 
6-5 * 4.45 111 4.04 113 0.403 0.000 
6-6 * 4.26 113 3.98 113 0.401 0.000 
6-7 4.38 114 3.90 115 0.167 0.078 
* Significant at a = 0.05. 
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correlation may be low in value and yet be statistically significant" (Ary et al., 
1990, p. 199). Therefore, the Pearson r product moment coefficient of correlations 
shown in Table 4.28 that are low in value may indicate a small statistically 
significant relationship. 
Significant differences were found in 6 of the 7 Instruction Standards (Area 
1); 9 of the 11 Curriculum Standards (Area 2); 7 of the 9 Special Student 
Population Standards (Area 3); 6 of the 7 Projection of a Positive Public Status and 
Image Standards (Area 4); both Linkages with Stakeholder Groups Standards (Area 
5); and 5 of the 7 Laboratory Organization and Management Standards (Area 6). 
Approximately 81% of the 43 standards were found to have a significant 
relationship in reference to the graduates perceived level of importance and 
readiness. The standard themes having no significant relationships warranting 
attention are shown in Table 4.29. 
Table 4.29 Standards with no significant importance and readiness correlation 
Standard Theme 
1. 1-1 Promote student centered approaches 
2. 2-4 Integrate curriculum materials and experiences 
3. 2-9 Develop ciorriculum for discovery and self-direction for lifelong learning 
4. 3-1 Recognize special needs 
5. 3-4 Identify effective program components 
6. 4-2 Obtain employment for graduates of program 
7. 6-4 Prepare and manage equipment budget 
8. 6-7 Use appropriate record-keeping systems 
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Summary 
The four research questions of the study were answered in this chapter. 
The results of all hypotheses testing revealed significant differences for Hypotheses 
1, 2 and 3, and significant relationships for Hypothesis 4. 
The statistical analyses revealed that the perceptions among graduates 
differed significantly for 32 of the 43 standards with respect to Hypotheses 1. 
These resxilts indicated that the graduates from the VTE program perceive 32 
Quality Standards, proposed by NAITTE, are more than just "important" to their 
most recent teaching position. 
The statistical analyses revealed that the perceptions among faculty differed 
significantly for 21 of the 43 standards with respect to Hypothesis 2. One of these 
21 standards yielded a mean of 3.34. These findings indicated that the faculty 
fi-om the VTE program consider 20 Quality Standards more than just "important" 
for vocational-technical education teachers. 
The statistical analyses showed that the perceptions of graduates and 
faculty differed significantly for 14 of the 43 standards with respect to Hypothesis 
3. These results indicated that the faculty and graduates from the VTE program 
perceived level of importance were congruent for approximately 67% of the Quality 
Standards. 
The statistical analyses also indicated that the perceptions of graduates 
toward importance and readiness were significantly related for 35 of the 43 
standards with respect to Hypothesis 4. These resiolts indicated that the 
graduates firom the VTE program perceived to have been prepared for 
approximately 81% of the Quality Standards that they indicated to be important. 
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 
AND IMPLICATIONS 
The previous chapters contained the introduction, the literature review, 
methodology, and research results and findings. This chapter provides a brief 
summary of the overview of the study, reports conclusions based on the major 
findings and results and presents recommendations for future research. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to determine the value, as perceived by 
faculty and graduates from the Vocational-Technical Education Department at the 
State University of New York College at Oswego, of the Standards of Quality for the 
Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education Teachers proposed 
by the National Association of Industrial and Technical Teacher Educators. More 
specifically, this research was concerned with investigating and answering the 
following research questions: 
1. Is there a difference in how SUNYCO vocational-technical education 
program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of Quality for the 
Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education Teachers 
(Standards of Quality)? 
2. Is there a difference in how SUNYCO vocational-technical education 
program faculty rate the importance of the Standards of Quality? 
3. Is there a difference between how SUNYCO vocational-technical education 
program graduates and faculty rate the importance of the Standards of 
Quality? 
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4. Is tiiere a relationship between how SUNYCO vocational-technical education 
program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of Quality and how 
they rate their level of readiness in these areas prior to their first teaching 
position? 
A survey instrument was developed for the purpose of the study. The 
instrument was reviewed by a panel of faculty firom Iowa State University and the 
State University of New York CoUege at Oswego and pilot-tested prior to mailing it 
The sturvey resulted in a return of 154 usable responses from VTE graduates and 
faculty. Data obtained from the siarvey booklets were analyzed using descriptive 
and inferential statistics to answer the research questions. 
Summary of hypothesis testing 
Four null hypotheses were tested in the study. The results of the data 
analyses were presented in Chapter 4, and are briefly summari2ed as follows: 
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference in how SUNYCO vocational-technical 
education program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of Quality for the 
Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education Teachers. 
The t-test for single mean analyses indicated the graduate means of 32 out 
of 43 standards were found to have a significant difference (a = 0.001) than the 
projected population mean. These 32 standards were perceived by graduates to 
have a great degree of importance to their most recent teaching position. The 
standard themes having significant differences can be found in Table 5.1. 
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant in houj SUNYCO vocational-technical education 
program faculty rate the importance of the Standards of Quality for the Preparation 
and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education Teachers. 
The t-test for single mean analyses indicated the facility means of 21 out of 
43 standards were found to have a significant difference (a = 0.001) than the 
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Table 5.1 Standards having significant differences - Graduates 
Standard Theme 
1. 1-1 Promote student-centered approaches 
2. 1-2 Evaluate, select, design and use educational technology 
3. 1-3 Design, implement, manipulate and assess learning experiences 
4. 1-4 Teach academic concepts by demonstrating workplace applications 
5. 1-6 Integrate instruction with work site learning 
6. 1-7 Motivate students to explore various career paths 
7. 2-1 Make instructional content meaningful 
8. 2-2 Incorporate academic and technical skills 
9. 2-4 Integrate curriculum materials and experiences 
10. 2-5 Plan, prepare and implement lesson plans 
11. 2-6 Plan, prepaire and implement classroom materials 
12. 2-7 Plan, prepare and implement teaching strategies 
13. 2-8 Plan, prepare and implement assessment plans and instruments 
14. 2-9 Develop curriculum for discovery* fis self-direction for lifelong learning 
15. 3-1 Recognize special needs 
16. 3-3 Recognize laws being broken 
17. 3-4 Identify effective program components 
18. 3-5 Identify and use appropriate resources 
19. 3-8 Adapt instruction to suit special needs 
20. 3-9 Plan and implement school-to-adult life transition process 
21. 4-1 Develop goals and objective congruent with needs of industry 
22. 4-2 Obtadn employment for graduates of program 
23. 4-4 Obtain business and industry support 
24. 4-5 Perform the duties related to business and industry 
25. 4-7 Implement personal, professional development plan 
26. 6-1 Analyze the physical facility 
27. 6-2 Integrate safety instruction 
28. 6-3 Develop, implement and enforce safely rules 
29. 6-4 Prepare and manage equipment budget 
30. 6-5 Apply the principles of effective management 
31. 6-6 Organize student personnel 
32. 6-7 Use appropriate record-keeping systems 
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projected population mean. Twenty of the 21 standards were perceived by faculty 
to have a great degree of importance for vocational-technical education teachers. 
The standard themes having significant differences can be foxind in Table 5.2. 
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference between how SUNYCO vocational-
technical education program graduates and faculty rate the importance of the 
Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial 
Education Teachers. 
The one-way ANOVA analyses indicated a significant difference (a = 0.05) 
between faculty and graduates regarding the perceived level of importance toward 
Table 5.2 Standsirds having significant differences - Faculty 
Standard Theme 
1. l-I Promote student-centered approaches 
2. 1-2 Evaluate, select, design and use educational technology 
3. 1-3 Design, implement, manipulate and assess learning experiences 
4. 1-4 Teach academic concepts by demonstrating workplace applications 
5. 1-6 Integrate instruction with work site learning 
6. 2-1 Make instructional content meaningful 
7. 2-2 Incorporate academic and technical sldlls 
8. 2-4 Integrate curriculum materials and experiences 
9. 2-5 Plan, prepare and implement lesson plans 
10. 2-6 Plan, prepare and implement classroom materials 
11. 2-7 Plan, prepare and implement teaching strategies 
12. 2-8 Plan, prepare and implement assessment plans and instruments 
13. 2-9 Develop curriculum for discovery 8e self-direction for lifelong learning 
14. 3-6 Demonstrate knowledge of diagnostic assessment 
15. 4-1 Develop goals and objectives congruent with needs of industry 
16. 4-3 Organize and use advisory committee 
17. 6-1 Analyze the physical facility 
18. 6-2 Integrate safety instruction 
19. 6-3 Develop, implement and enforce safety rules 
20. 6-5 Apply the principles of effective management 
21. 6-7 Use appropriate record-keeping systems 
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the Standards of Quality for 14 of the 43 standards. The 14 standards identified 
can be found in Table 5.3. 
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant relationship between how SUNYCO vocational-
technical education program graduates rate the importance of the Standards of 
Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and Industrial Education 
Teachers and houj they rate their level of readiness in these areas prior to their first 
teaching position^ 
The Pearson r product moment coefBcient of correlation analyses indicated a 
significant relationship (a = 0.05) between graduates perceptions of importance 
Table 5.3 Standards having significant differences between groups 
Means 
Standard Theme Faculty Graduates 
1. 2-1 Make instructional content meaningful 4.49 4.71 
2. 2-10 Evaluate multiple approaches to curriculum 3.71 4.21 
development 
3. 3-1 Recognize special needs 4.37 4.72 
4. 3-2 Apply special needs legislative law appropriately 3.74 4.20 
5. 3-3 Recognize laws being broken 4.00 4.37 
6. 3-4 Identify effective program components 3.97 4.32 
7. 3-5 Identify and use appropriate resoiarces 3.80 4.29 
8. 3-6 Demonstrate knowledge of diagnostic assessment 3.34 4.07 
9. 3-7 Develop and implement informal assessment 3.83 4.26 
procedures 
10. 3-9 Plan and implement school-to-adult life 3.85 4.39 
transition process 
11. 4-3 Organize and use advisory committee 4.46 4.16 
12. 4-5 Perform the duties related to business and 4.09 4.45 
industry 
13. 4-6 Serve as consultants in the field of instruction 3.88 4.22 
14. 6-3 Develop, implement and enforce safely rules 4.89 4.62 
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and readiness toward the Standards of Quality for 35 of the 43 standards. The 35 
standards identified and can be found in Table 5.4. 
Conclusions 
Upon completion of this study, the researcher was able to draw the following 
conclusions: 
1. The importance of the Standards of Quality were noted by SUNYCO VTE 
faculty and graduates in multiple instances. For example: 
a. The majority of the importance means were above 4.00. 
b. The standard rankings were closely aligned between groups. 
c. The range of importance ratings was relatively small. 
2. 32 of the 43 standards were perceived by SUNYCO VTE graduates to be 
more than just "important" to their most recent teaching position. 
3. 21 of the 43 standards were perceived by SUNYCO VTE faculty to be more 
than just "important" for vocational-technical education teachers. 
4. The graduates fi-om SUNYCO VTE program perceived they had a level of 
preparation in the Standards of Quality proposed by NAITTE. 
5. 35 of the 43 standards that were perceived important by SUNYCO VTE 
graduates, were foxmd to be significantly related to the perceived level of 
preparation received in each standard prior to the start of their first teaching 
position. 
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Table 5.4 Standards having significant importance and readiness rating 
relationships 
Standard Theme 
1. 1-2 Evaluate, select, design and use educational technology 
2. 1-3 Design, implement, meinipulate and assess learning experiences 
3. 1-4 Teach academic concepts by demonstrating workplace applications 
4. 1-5 Coordinate instruction with academic teachers 
5. 1-6 Integrate instruction with work site learning 
6. 1-7 Motivate students to explore various career paths 
7. 2-1 Make instructional content meaningful 
8. 2-2 Incorporate academic and technical skills 
9. 2-3 Prepare students for participation as producers & consumers 
10. 2-5 Plan, prepare and implement lesson plans 
11. 2-6 Plan, prepare and implement classroom materials 
12. 2-7 Plem, prepare and implement teaching strategies 
13. 2-8 Plan, prepare and implement assessment plans and instruments 
14. 2-10 Evaluate multiple approaches to curriculum development 
15. 2-11 Promote critical reflection 
16. 3-2 Apply special needs legislative law appropriately 
17. 3-3 Recognize laws being broken 
18. 3-5 Identify and use appropriate resources 
19. 3-6 Demonstrate knowledge of diagnostic assessment 
20. 3-7 Develop and implement informal assessment procedures 
21. 3-8 Adapt instruction to suit special needs 
22. 3-9 Plan and implement school-to-adult life transition process 
23. 4-1 Develop goals and objective congruent with needs of industry 
24. 4-3 Organize and use advisory committee 
25. 4-4 Obtain business and industry support 
25. 4-5 Perform the duties related to business and industry 
27. 4-6 Serve as consultants in the field of instruction 
28. 4-7 Implement personal, professional development plan 
29. 5-1 Identify stakeholder groups 
30. 5-2 Develop and implement involvement strategies 
31. 6-1 Analyze the physical facility 
32. 6-2 Integrate safety instruction 
33. 6-3 Develop, implement eind enforce safety rules 
34. 6-5 Apply the principles of effective management 
35. 6-6 Organize student personnel 
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6. This study provided baseline data for the preparation of a longitudinal study 
that coxild direct improvement efforts for programs that prepare and certify 
vocational-technical education teachers 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations were made by the researcher as a result of 
this study: 
1. The data from this study provide a basis for further research. Replication of 
the current study should be conducted to include aU vocational-technical 
education programs in the United States. Considerations should be given to 
study other factors that may influence importance and readiness ratings 
(eg., number of years of occupational specialty experience). 
2. The current study could be divided into two research studies: one 
examining graduate perceptions, and one assessing the perceptions of 
faculty held towards the standards associated vocational-technical teacher 
education programs. Increasing the test value should also be investigated. 
3. The data from this study should be further analyzed to reveal more 
information regarding the level of mastery to be obtained in each standard 
as perceived by faculty. 
4. The implementation of foUow-up studies appears to be an essential and 
desirable component of the teacher preparation program evaluation, 
improvement and modification process (Baker & Andrew, 1993; Howey, 
1989; Hummel 85 Strom, 1987; Kemis 8B Warren, 1989; Kockmarm, 1995). 
Further examination of the readiness ratings toward the standards shoxild 
be conducted to investigate the need for improvement efforts. 
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Implications 
Investigating the degree of congruence between national and local 
stakeholders of teacher preparation programs regarding proposed standards for 
vocational-technical teachers is a relatively new concept. By surveying faculty and 
graduates in this study, importance and readiness ratings were gathered to 
examine how national standards articulated with local delivery of teacher 
preparation programs. Because vocational-technical teacher preparation programs 
in the United States differ, the research findings may not apply to all situations. 
The data or the instrument from this study coxild be used for evaluating and 
directing improvement efforts or as a reference for the vocational-technical teacher 
preparation community. 
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APPENDIX A: GRADUATE CORRESPONDENCE 
A-1. Graduate Survey Booklet 
A Study of Standards Used in Vocational-Technical Teacher Preparation 
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
COLLEGE AT OSWEGO 
Department of Vocational-Technical Education 
Osweeo, New York 
1997 
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OSWEGO 
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
OSWEGO. NEW YORK 13126 
School of Education 
Department of Vocational-Technical Education 
208 Rich Hall 
Oswego, New York 13126 
Dear VTE Graduate: 
As a faculty member in the Department of Vocational-Technical Education at SUNY Oswego. 1 am 
conducting a study to investigate how the national consensus on Standards of Quality for the Preparation and 
Certification of Trade and Industrial (T&I) Education Teachers proposed by the National Association of 
Industrial and Technical Teacher Educators (NAITTE) articulates with local delivery of quality vocational-
technical teacher preparation. This study is not a critique of any specific program, but rather a general 
analysis of faculty and graduate perceptions toward standards in teacher preparation. 
It is hoped that the results of this study will be beneficial to those individuals seeking to better understand and 
implement effective teaching and learning practices as well as vocational-technical teacher preparation 
programs wanting to improve their institution's overall teacher education effectiveness. 
Your participation is entirely voluntarv. The information you provide will be kept strictly confidential and 
data will be reported in group form only. A numerical identification code will be used to allow non-
respondents to be identified for a follow-up mailing. These numbers will be removed immediately upon 
return of each booklet. Your response is greatly appreciated and vital to the success of the study. 
Please set aside some time to answer the questions in this booklet. An estimated time of 10-15 minutes will 
be needed to complete the survey. After completing the questions, follow the instructions on ±e back-inside 
cover by taping the booklet shut as illustrated and return it by U.S. mail. Please do not staple the booklet as 
prepaid postage machines cannot process stapled materials. I appreciate your prompt cooperation and 
professional contribution. If you have any questions about this research or the instrument itself, please 
contact me at (315) 341-2214. 
Sincerely, 
Israel Colon, Jr. 
Assistant Professor 
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PART A - CONTENT STANDARDS 
FIRST, rate the standards proposed by NAITTE in six specific areas: Instruction; Curriculum; Special 
Student Populations; Projection of a Positive Status and Image; Linkages with Stakeholder Groups; 
Laboratory Organization and Management. 
Directions: Read each statement. Indicate how important the standard is (was) to vour most recent 
teaching position. Areas I through 6. by circling the appropriate number. 
Once you have completed rating the importance of each standard, return to Area I and 
indicate your perceived level of readiness in each area prior to the start of vour first teaching 
position, then continue with the remainder of the instrument, PART B. 
AREA 1 - INSTRUCTION 
VTE teachers should be able to help all students become thinking, active worker-citizens by providing 
opportunities to observe, actively encounter and engage in, create, and experience meaningful learning. 
IMPORTANCE READINESS 
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5 4 3 2 I N 1. Engage students in the learning process by 
promoting student-centered approaches such as 
cooperative and individualized learning. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 I N 2. Demonstrate the ability to evaluate, select, design, 
and use a wide range of educational technology. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 i N 3. Design, implement, manipulate and assess learning 
experiences to promote student gains in the 
cognitive, psychomotor, and affective domains. 
5 4 3 2 I N 
5 4 3 2 I N 4. Teach and reinforce important academic concepts by 
demonstrating their applications in the workplace. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 5. Coordinate instruction with teachers of academic 
subjects. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 I N 6. Construct learning experiences that integrate 
classroom instruction with learning at the work site. 
5 4 3 -) 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 7. Create experiences that motivate students to explore 
various career paths within a occupational cluster. 
5 4 3 2 I N 
1 
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AREA 2 - CURRICULUM 
VTE teachers should be able to develop a course of study that helps them prepare students for active 
panicipation as citizens and workers in a postindustrial society. 
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5 4 3 2 1 N 1. Make instructional content meaningful to students by 5 4 3 2 I N 
relating it to their everyday lives. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 2. Incorporate the academic and technical skills needed 5 4 3 2 I N 
to be successful in emerging careers as well as 
current careers within a given occupational area. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 3. Prepare students for informed participation in our 5 4 3 2 I N 
economic system as producers as well as consumers. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 4. Integrate curriculum materials and experiences that 5 4 3 2 I N 
help students to master concepts in applied 
academics, problem-solving, decision-making and 
other higher-order thinking skills. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 5. Plan, prepare and implement daily lesson plans. 5 4 3 2 I N 
5 4 3 2 I N 6. Plan, prepare and implement classroom materials. 5 4 3 2 I N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 7. Plan, prepare and implement teaching strategies. 5 4 3 2 I N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 8. Plan, prepare and implement assessment plans and 5 4 3 2 I N 
instruments. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 9. Develop a curriculum that consistently provides the 5 4 3 2 I N 
driving force for discovery, and self-direction to 
raise student consciousness of the need for lifelong 
learning, a positive attitude, and accepting 
responsibility. 
> 4 3 2 1 N 10. Evaluate multiple approaches to curriculum 5 4 3 2 I N 
development. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 1 1 .  Promote critical reflection on personal, industrial. 5 4 3 2 I N 
and social practices that result in action. 
-) 
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AREA 3 - SPECIAL STUDENT POPULATIONS 
VTE teachers should be able to adapt instructional strategies and assessment procedures to accommodate 
students with special needs, including persons with disabilities, students with academic or economic 
disadvantages, limited English proficient and other ethnic minority persons, displaced homemakers. 
incarcerated persons, and other nontraditional students, including gifted and talented individuals. 
IMPORTANCE EtEADINESS 
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5 4 3 2 1 N 1. Recognize students who have special needs, as well 
as the nature of their needs. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 2. Apply the law appropriately based on legislative 
history and current legal practice. 
5 4 J 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 3. Recognize when laws and polices affecting students 
with special needs are being broken. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 I N 4. Identify effective program components and 
characteristics for each of the major special needs 
groups and design effective programs and services 
for students with special needs. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 5. Identify' and use appropriately local, state, and 
national resources, including human resources, that 
can help educators serve students with special needs. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 6. Demonstrate knowledge of the most effective formal 
diagnostic assessment instruments and the 
implications of their results for each of the major 
special needs groups. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 7. Develop and implement appropriate informal 
assessment procedures, as needed; and plan for 
program revision based on the results. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 8. Adapt instruction to suit individual student with 
special needs based on the specific needs identified 
in the assessment process. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 I N 9. Plan and implement an effective school-to-adult life 
transition process based on the specific requirements 
of students with special needs. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
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AREA 4 - PROJECTION OF A POSITIVE PUBLIC STA TVS AND IMAGE 
VTE teachers should be able to implement a systematic program that will demonstrate their professional 
competence and the positive value of their program to their school and community. 
IMPORTANCE READINESS 
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5 4 3 2 1 N I. Develop goals and objectives that are congruent with 5 4 3 2 1 N 
the employment needs of business and industry. 
5 4 3 2 I N "1 Obtain employment for their program graduates in 5 4 3 2 1 N 
the occupational area for which they have been 
prepared. 
5 4 3 T 1 N 3. Organize and use an effective advisory committee. 5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 4. Obtain some form(s) of business and industry 5 4 3 2 1 N 
support to supplement the activities of the 
instructional program. 
5 4 3 -> 1 N 5. Perform the duties of the positions in business and 5 4 3 2 1 N 
industry for which students are being prepared. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 6. Serve, on occasion, as either paid or unpaid 5 4 3 2 I N 
consultants in businesses related to their field of 
instruction. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 7. Implement a personal, professional development 5 4 3 2 1 N 
plan that emphasizes lifelong learning. 
AREA 5 - LINKAGES WITH STAKEHOLDER GROUPS 
VTE teachers should be able to establish & maintain working relationships with appropriate stakeholder 
groups to include; students & parents; teachers of academic subjects & administrators; guidance personnel; 
advisory committees; postsecondary institutions; business, industrial, & union personnel; professional 
organizations; special needs personnel; state employment agencies; & local, state, & federal legislators. 
IMPORTANCE READINESS 
5 4 3 2 1 N 1. Identify relevant stakeholder groups. 5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 I N 2. Develop and implement strategies for involving 5 4 3 2 1 N 
representatives from each stakeholder group 
4 
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AREA 6 - LABORATORY ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 
VTE teachers should be able to organize and manage their laboratories to ensure that students are provided 
with an occupationally relevant, stimulating, and safe learning environment. 
IMPORT A IvrF READINESS 
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5 4 3 2 1 N 1. Analyze the physical facility and prepare a plan to 5 4 3 2 1 N 
maximize instructional effectiveness while 
safeguarding the health and well-being of everyone 
in the classroom/laboratory. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 2. Integrate fire, personal, tool and equipment, and 5 4 3 2 IN 
hazardous substances safety instruction throughout 
the curriculum. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 3. Develop, implement, and enforce appropriate safety 5 4 3 2 IN 
rules. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 4. Prepare and manage the armual instructional supplies 5 4 3 2 IN 
and equipment budget. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 5. .A.pply the principles of effective management to 5 4 3 2 IN 
ensure the safe and efficient storage and distribution 
of tools, materials, and supplies. 
5 4 3 2 I N 6. Design and use systems to organize student 5 4 3 2 1 N 
personnel and provide for the maintenance of tools 
and equipment and the completion of housekeeping 
tasks not provided through custodial services. 
5 4 3 2 IN 7. Use appropriate record-keeping systems to provide 5 4 3 2 I N 
verification of the fulfillment of your responsibilities 
as teacher and as manager of instructional 
equipment, supplies, and facilities. 
CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE 
5 
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PART B - DEMOGRAPHICS 
NEXT, please respond to questions about your current employment. 
Directions: Check (»^) the box or write your response on the line provided for each of the following 
items. 
I. What is your current employment situation? 
• Teaching -> Please answer SECTION 1 below, then skip to page 8. 
• Nonteaching Please skip to SECTION 2, page 7. 
SECTION 1 - Teaching 
a) What level do you teach? 
• Secondary (vocational high schools ' BOCES) 
• Post-secondary (community/junior/ and technical colleges) 
• Department of Correctional Services 
• Private trade, technical, and business schools 
• Industrial training 
• Military training 
• Other, please specify 
b) Are you teaching ... 
• Full time • Permanent substitute 
• Part time • Day-to-day substitute 
• Other, please specify 
c) What are your plans for next year? 
• Remain in same position 
• Seek similar position elsewhere 
• Seek full time teaching position 
• Seek employment in education other than teaching, please specify 
• Seek employment outside education, please specify 
• Temporarily out of work force (family care, continue education, military, etc.) 
• Other, please specify 
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SECTION 2 - Nonteaching 
a) What are your reasons for not teaching at the present time? Check ('^) or respond to ail items that appiy. 
• Graduate study. Please specify area 
• Could not find a teaching position. 
• Inadequate salaries and benefits. 
• General working conditions (nonteaching duties, hours, classroom size, work load). 
• Student related (motivation, lack of discipline, general anitudes). 
• Feelings of ineffectiveness. 
• Administrator related (lack of support, dissatisfaction with administration). 
• Lack of respect. 
• Emotional aspects (stress, bumout. fhistration. boredom). 
• Lack of support firom parents and community. 
• Lack of advancement opportunities. 
• Family obligations. 
• Had not planned to teach. 
• Better salaries and career opportunities in other fields. 
• Other, please specify 
b) What are your employment plans for next year? 
• Remain in same position, please specify' 
• Seek another position 
• Similar position elsewhere 
• Teaching position 
• Other education-related position, please specify 
• Other type of position, please specify 
CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE 
1 
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PART B - Demographics (Cont.) 
2. How were you admined into the Vocational-Technical Education degree program? 
• As a freshman into Business/Distributive Education. 
• As a transfer student with an A.A.S or A.O.S. degree. 
How many credits did you earn? 
• With a high school diploma or equivalent, appropriate employment experience and satisfactorily 
completing an occupational competency examination or its equivalency. 
How many credits did you earn? 
3. What is your occupational specialty area? 
• Agriculture Subjects Education • Business/Distributive Education 
• Health Occupations Subjects Education • Technical Subjects Education 
• Trade Subjects Education 
• Other, please specify 
4. How many years of work experience do you have in your occupational specialty? 
5. Upon completion of your Baccalaureate degree, how many total credits did you earn? 
6. Do you hold a teaching certificate? 
• Provisional teaching certificate. What state(s) 
• Permanent teaching certificate. What state(s) 
• Other, please specify 
7. How many years of teaching experience do you have? 
8. Have you earned a .Master's degree? 
• Yes 
How many credits did you earn? 
What type? MA, MBA, MEd, MS, Other please specify 
• No 
Are you pursuing a Master's degree? • Yes What area? 
• No 
8 
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Thank you very much for your contribution. 
Your efforts are greatly appreciated! 
IMPORTANT 
Mailing Instructions 
This booklet is marked for pre-paid postage for your convenience. Please follow these steps to 
insure that it is returned: 
1. Fold the booklet just as it 
was found in the original 
envelope. 
Make sure that the return 
address is facing out. 
3. Seal the booklet with clear 
tape, making sure the bar 
codes are not covered. 
4. Please. DO NOT STAPLE. 
5. Return the booklet by U.S. Mail. 
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A-2. Graduate FoUow-Up Card 
Dear VTE Graduate: 
A questionnaire booklet was recently sent to you seeking information about your 
perceptions toward standards in vocational-technical teacher preparation. 
If you have already completed and returned the instrument, please accept my sincere 
thanks. If not, please do so today. Your response is vital to the success of the study. 
If you need another copy of the questionnaire, please call me at 315-341-2274 or 
e-mail icolonjr@oswego.edu and I will get one to you immediately. 
Thanks again for your cooperation and professional contribution. 
Sincerely. 
Israel Colon, Jr. 
Assistant Professor 
Department of Vocational-Technical Education VTE 500095 
SLTNY at Oswego 
208 Rich Hall 
Oswego, New York 13126 
«First» «Last» 
«Address» 
«City», «State» «Zip» 
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A-3. Graduate FoUow-Up Letter 
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEU" YORK 
OSWEGO. MEW YORK 13126 
OSWEGO 
School of Education 
Department of Vocational-Technical Education 
208 Wch Hall 
Oswego, New York 13126 
September 19, 1997 
Dear VTE Graduate: 
Four weeks ago you were mailed a questionnaire to survey your perceptions toward standards in vocational-
technical teacher preparation. Although your participation in this research is voluntary, your professional 
contributions are highly valued and will contribute to the success of the study. 
If you have recently returned your questionnaire, please accept this letter as a note of thanks for your 
assistance. If you have not already done so, please take a few moments to complete the survey booklet and 
return it as soon as possible so that your responses can be included in the analysis. I am enclosing an 
additional copy of the questionnaire in case the original mailing has been misplaced or never reached you. 
Once again, if you have any questions about this research or the instrument itself, feel free to send an e-mail 
message to icolonjr@oswego.edu or call me at (315) 341-2274. 
Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in this effort. 
Sincerely. 
Israel Colon. Jr. 
Assistant Professor 
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APPENDIX B: FACULTY CORRESPONDENCE 
B-1. Faculty Contact Letter 
J# 
OSWEGO 
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
OSWEGO. NEW YORK 13126 
School of Education 
Department of Vocational-Technical Education 
208 Rich Hall 
Oswego. New York 13126 
August 15. 1997 
«Title» «FirsD> «Last» 
« Address)) 
«City». «State)> «Zip» 
Dear«Title)> «LasD); 
As a faculty' member in the Department of Vocational-Technical Education at SUNY Oswego I am conducting a study to 
investigate how the national consensus on Standards of Quality for the Preparation and Certification of Trade and 
Industrial (T&I) Education Teachers, proposed by the National Association of Industrial and Technical Teacher Educators 
(NAITTE). articulates with local delivery of quality vocational-technical teacher preparation. This study is not a critique 
of any specific program, but rather a general analysis of faculty and graduate perceptions toward standards in teacher 
preparation. 
It is hoped that the results of this study will be beneficial to those individuals seeking to better understand and implement 
effective teaching and learning practices as well as vocational-technical teacher preparation programs wanting to improve 
their institution's overall teacher education effectiveness. 
Your participation is entirely voluntary. The information you provide will be kept strictlv confidential and data will be 
reponed in group form only. numerical identification code will be used to allow non-respondents to be identified for a 
follow-up mailing. These numbers will be removed immediately upon return of each booklet. Your response is greatly 
appreciated and vital to the success of the study. 
Please set aside some time to answer the questions in the enclosed booklet. An estimated time of 10-15 minutes will be 
needed to complete the survey. After completing the questions follow the instructions on the back of this letter and return 
the instrument by U.S. mail. Please do not staple the booklet as prepaid postage machines cannot process stapled 
materials. I appreciate your prompt cooperation and professional contribution. If you have any questions about this 
research or the instrument itself, please contact me at (315) 341-2214. 
Sincerely, 
Israel Colon. Jr. 
Assistant Professor 
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E^ORTANT 
Mailing Instructions 
This booklet is marked for pre-paid postage for your convenience. Please follow these steps to 
insure that it is returned: 
1. Fold the booklet just as it 
was found in the original 
envelope. 
2. Make sure that the return 
address is facing out. 
3. Seal the booklet with clear 
tape, making sure the bar 
codes are not covered. 
4. Please, DO NOT STAPLE. 
5. Return the booklet by U.S. Mail. 
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B-2. Faculty Survey Bookl 
A Study of Standards Used in Vocational-Tecimical Teacher Preparation 
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
COLLEGE AT OSWEGO 
Department of Vocational-Technical Education 
Oswego, New York 
1997 
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PART A - CONTENT STANDARDS 
FIRST, rate the standards proposed by NAITTE in six specific areas: Instruction; Curriculum; Special Student 
Populations; Projection of a Positive Status and Image; Linkages with Stakeholder Groups; Laboratory 
Organization and Management. 
Directions: Read each statement. Indicate how important you consider the standard is for vocational-
technical education teachers. Areas I through 6 of PART A. 
Once you have completed rating the importance of each standard, return to Area I and 
indicate what level you believe mastery of each standard should be, then continue with the 
remainder of the instrument. Please circle one response on each scale for each item. 
AREA 1 -INSTRUCTION 
VTE teachers should be able to help all students become thinking, active worker-citizens by providing 
opportunities to observe, actively encounter and engage in, create, and experience meaningful learning. 
IMPORTANCE MASTERY LEVEL 
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5 4 3 2 1 N 1. Engage students in the learning process by 
promoting student-centered approaches such as 
cooperative and individualized learning. 
5 4 J 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 2. Demonstrate the ability to evaluate, select, design, 
and use a wide range of educational technology. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 3. Design, implement, manipulate and assess learning 
experiences to promote student gains in the 
cognitive, psychomotor, and affective domains. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 4. Teach and reinforce important academic concepts by 
demonstrating their applications in the workplace. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 5. Coordinate instruction with teachers of academic 
subjects. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 6. Construct learning experiences that integrate 
classroom instruction with learning at the work site. 
5 4 0 2 i N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 7. Create experiences that motivate students to explore 
various career paths within an occupational cluster. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
I 
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AREA 2 - CURRICULUM 
VTE teachers should be able to develop a course of study that helps them prepare students for aaive 
panicipation as citizens and workers in a postindustrial society. 
IMPORTANCE MASTERY LEVEL 
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5 4 3 2 1 N I. Make instructional content meaningfiil to students by 5 4 3 2 1 N 
relating it to their everyday lives. 
5 4 3 2 I N 2. Incorporate the academic and technical skills needed 5 4 3 2 I N 
to be successful in emerging careers as well as 
current careers within a given occupational area. 
5 4 3 2 I N 3. fh-epare students for informed participation in our 5 4 3 2 I N 
economic system as producers as well as consumers. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 4. Integrate curriculum materials and experiences that 5 4 3 2 1 N 
help students to master concepts in applied 
academics, problem-solving, decision-making and 
other higher-order thinking skills. 
5 4 3 1 N 5. Plan, prepare and implement daily lesson plans. 5 4 3 2 I N 
5 4 3 2 I N 6. Plan, prepare and implement classroom materials. 5 4 3 2 I N 
5 4 3 2 I N 7. Plan, prepare and implement teaching strategies. 5 4 3 2 I N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 8. Plan, prepare and implement assessment plans and 5 4 3 2 1 N 
instruments. 
5 4 3 2 I N 9. Develop a curriculum that consistently provides the 5 4 3 2 1 N 
driving force for discovery, and self-direction to 
raise student consciousness of the need for lifelong 
learning, a positive attitude, and accepting 
responsibility. 
5 4 3 2 I N 10. Evaluate multiple approaches to curriculum 5 4 '% J 2 I N 
development. 
5 4 3 2 I N 1 1 .  Promote critical reflection on personal, industrial. 5 4 3 2 I N 
and social practices that result in action. 
0 
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AREA 3 - SPECIAL STUDENT POPULATIONS 
VTE teachers should be able to adapt instructional strategies and assessment procedures to accommodate 
students with special needs, including persons with disabilities, students with academic or economic 
disadvantages, limited English proficient and other ethnic minority persons, displaced homemakers, 
incarcerated persons, and other nontraditional students, including gifted and talented individuals. 
IMPORTANCE MASTERY LEVEL 
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5 4 3 2 1 N 1. Recognize students who have special needs, as well 
as the nature of their needs. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 2. Apply the law appropriately based on legislative 
history and current legal practice. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 J 2 1 N -I J. Recognize when laws and polices affecting students 
with special needs are being broken. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 I N 4. Identify effective program components and 
characteristics for each of the major special needs 
groups and design effective programs and services 
for students with special needs. 
5 4 3 2 I N 
5 4 J 2 1 N 5. Identify and use appropriately local, state, and 
national resources, including human resources. ±at 
can help educators serve students with special needs. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 6. Demonstrate knowledge of the most effective formal 
diagnostic assessment instruments and the 
implications of their results for each of the major 
special needs groups. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 7. Develop and implement appropriate informal 
assessment procedures, as needed; and plan for 
program revision based on the results. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 8. Adapt instruction to suit individual student with 
special needs based on the specific needs identified 
in the assessment process. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 9. Plan and implement an effective school-to-adult life 
transition process based on the specific requirements 
of students with special needs. 
5 4 J 2 I N 
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AREA 4 - PROJECTION OF A POSITIVE PUBUC STATUS AND IMAGE 
VTE teachers should be able to implement a systematic program that will demonstrate their professional 
competence and the positive value of their program to their school and community. 
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PROJECTION OF A POSITIVE PUBUC 
STA TVS AND IMAGE STANDARDS 
MASTERY LEVEL 
i - •§ 
5 .2 . 5 = 
•S = .2 g-
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5 4 J 2 1 N 1. Develop goals and objectives that are congruent with 5 4 3 2 I N 
the employment needs of business and industry. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 2. Obtain employment for their program graduates in 5 4 3 2 1 N 
the occupational area for which they have been 
prepared. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 3. Organize and use an effective advisory committee. 5 4 3 2 I N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 4. Obtain some form(s) of business and industry 5 4 3 2 1 N 
support to supplement the activities of the 
instructional program. 
5 4 3 2 I N 5. Perform the duties of the positions in business and 5 4 3 2 1 N 
industry for which students are being prepared. 
5 4 3 2 I N 6. Serve, on occasion, as either paid or unpaid 5 4 3 2 1 N 
consultants in businesses related to their field of 
instruction. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 7. Implement a personal, professional development 5 4 3 2 1 N 
plan that emphasizes lifelong learning. 
AREA 5 - LINKAGES WITH STAKEHOLDER GROUPS 
VTE teachers should be able to establish & maintain working relationships with appropriate stakeholder 
groups to include: students & parents; teachers of academic subjects & administrators; guidance personnel; 
advisory committees; postsecondary institutions; business, industrial, & union personnel; professional 
organizations; special needs personnel; state employment agencies; & local, state, & federal legislators. 
IMPORTANCE MASTERY LEVEL 
5 4 3 2 1 N 1. Identify relevant stakeholder groups. 5 4 3 2 1 N 
5 4 3 2 1 N 2. Develop and implement strategies for involving 5 4 3 2 IN 
representatives from each stakeholder group 
4 
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AREA 6 - LABORATORY ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 
VTE teachers should be able to organize and manage their laboratories to ensure that students are provided 
with an occupationally relevant, stimulating, and safe learning environment. 
IMPORTANCE MASTERY LEVEL 
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5 4 3 2 1 N I. Analyze the physical facility and prepare a plan to 5 4 3 2 1 N 
maximize instructional effectiveness while 
safeguarding the health and well-being of everyone 
in the classroom/laboratory. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 2. Integrate fire, personal, tool and equipment, and 5 4 3 2 1 N 
hazardous substances safety instruction throughout 
the curriculum. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 3. Develop, implement, and enforce appropriate safety 5 4 3 2 IN 
rules. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 4. Prepare and manage the annual instructional supplies 5 4 3 2 IN 
and equipment budget. 
5 4 3 2 1 N 5. Apply the principles of effective management to 5 4 3 2 1 N 
ensure the safe and efficient storage and distribution 
of tools, materials, and supplies. 
5 4 3 2 I N 6. Design and use systems to organize student 5 4 3 2 1 N 
personnel and provide for the maintenance of tools 
and equipment and the completion of housekeeping 
tasks not provided through custodial services. 
5 4 3 2 I N 7. Use appropriate record-keeping systems to provide 5 4 3 2 IN 
verification of the fiilfillment of their responsibilities 
as teachers and as managers of instructional 
equipment, supplies, and facilities. 
CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE 
5 
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PART B - DEMOGRAPHICS 
NEXT, please respond to questions about your faculty status. 
Directions: Check the box or write your response on the line provided for each of the following 
items. 
1. How many years have you been an adjunct faculty member? 
2. When was the last semester you taught a Vocational-Technical course? Specify semester & year. 
• Fall 19 • Spring 19 • Summer 19 
3. What is your current full-time occupation title? 
4. What degrees have you earned? 
• Associate 
What type? AA, AS, AOS, Other please specify 
What major? 
• Baccalaureate 
What type? BA, BS, BLS. Other please specify 
What major? 
• Master's 
What type? MA, MBA, MEd, MS, Other please specify 
What major? 
• Doctorate 
What type? EdD, PhD, Other please specify 
What major? 
Thank you very much for your contribution. 
Your efforts are greatly appreciated! 
6 
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B-3. Faculty Follow-Up Card 
Dear «TitIe» «Last»: 
A questionnaire booklet was recently sent to you seeking information about your 
perceptions toward standards in vocational-technical teacher preparation. 
If you have already completed and returned the instrument, please accept my sincere 
thanks. If not, please do so today. Your response is vital to the success of the study. 
If you need another copy of the questionnaire, please call me at 315-341-2274 or 
e-mail icolonjr@oswego.edu and I will get one to you immediately. 
Thanks again for your cooperation and professional contribution. 
Sincerely, 
Israel Colon, Jr. 
Assistant Professor 
Department of Vocational-Technical Education VTE 500095 
SUNY at Oswego 
208 Rich Hall 
Oswego, New York 13126 
«Title» «First» «Last» 
«Address» 
«City», «State» «Zip» 
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B-4. Facility Follow-Up Letter 
OSWEGO 
STATC UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
OSWEGO. NEW YORK 13126 
School of Education 
Department of Vocational-Technical Education 
203 Rich Hall 
Oswego, New York 13126 
September 19, 1997 
«Title» «First» «LasO> 
«Address» 
«City», «State» «Zip» 
Dear «Title» «Last»; 
Four weeks ago you were mailed a questionnaire to survey your perceptions toward standards in 
vocational-technical teacher preparation. Although your participation in this research is voluntary, 
your professional contributions are highly valued and will contribute to the success of the study. 
If you have recently returned your questionnaire, please accept this letter as a note of thanks for 
your assistance. If you have not already done so, please take a few moments to complete the survev 
booklet and return it as soon as possible so that your responses can be included in the analysis. I 
am enclosing an additional copy of the questionnaire in case the original mailing has been 
misplaced or never reached you. 
Once again, if you have any questions about this research or the instrument itself, feel free to send 
an e-mail message to icolonjr@oswego.edu or call me at (315) 341-2274. 
Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in this effort. 
Sincerely, 
Israel Colon, Jr. 
Assistant Professor 
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APPENDIX C: HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL FORMS 
Ckcckllft for Actaekmcols aad 'HBM Schthtif 
Ibe fbllawise arc attactod (]d«ue cfaeek): 
12. SLBaerocwniieaftameatcaiubiecKiiificxtncckaiiy: 
•) diDpBpateafdiBieMidi 
b) iiienecifnyideiitiSereodes<BSDe(i#'»).liowtfaey«inbeineil.nd wbesifaeywillbeianoveiKseeiieni 17) 
c) ictftaMB erf one Deeded far pgtieipiifaBiiUhepaeaicfa 
Si tfnnJkiUe.ifaeloqtionofili*»qegdnaivity 
e) how yoo wfll aage cowgriwiriiBty 
0 in atoagiziicBiiaismdy.friieaiad bow yon wiDconaettitbtecti later 
g} fiat PTTIC^patiwn }( volooBiy; BosptiticipstiaD wQl wx I£Eki gviluiliuiu of i&e whjrrt 
13. DSisDed coiBBiiiJbnn(lf af i^ieifale) 
IS. ^T>tm-g«llwurwg jtiBii 
16. Antidpaied dates for ootuia with fBiijects: 
Fint contact lia<t coBtact 
17. Ifippitcaisle: «inii;ituipd dee dan jdeaaSen will be mBovcd from completed mtvey ifltatcnenB tad/or «odio or maml 
lapes will be eased: 
"A Study of Standards Used In Vocational-technical Teacher Preparation" 
Lm name af?nBC  ^latrcaiciiar 
July IS. 1997 Angnst 30, 1997 
Moetfa/D^r/Yes Ms»)2i/D«jr/Year 
Sepceaiber I, 1997 
Moati^Dax/Year 
IS. SiCMtate of De[Me(me»iIExecutive Officer Date Depanoiest or AdiBiBistnsive Usit 
19. Oecisioo of tbe Uoivetsity Homac Sabjects Review Comnuitee: 
CJ No action tequiied 
ParteitrMggith 
Nne of Coouaittee Cbaiipenoik 
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FE. OSWEGO Department of Vocational-Technical Education 208 Rich Hedl 
S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  S E W  
S E V  Y O R K  ! J ! 2 *  voice mail 315-341-2214 
fax 315-341-3062 
Date; July 22, 1997 
To: 
From: Dr. John R. Boronkay, ChaiK 
Human Subjects Committee 
Re: Israel Colon, Jr. 
Please be informed that this Department is cooperating with Israel regarding 
human subjects and data collection for his dissertation effort. Specifically, we are 
providing names and addresses of recent graduates from our programs. 
If you need additional infomiation or clarification, feel free to contact me at any 
time. 
Cc: Israel Colon, Jr. 
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APPENDIX D: DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS 
D-1. Graduate Demographic Analysis 
SEMESTER Graduation Semester 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Valid cases 3 4  Missing cases 
Percent 
Fall 91 2^ 1 a 8 .8 
Spring 92 2 9 *7 5 7 6 3 n 
Summer 92 2 n  3 n 3 4 11 .8 
Fall 92 t - 5 9 5 9  17 6 
Spring 93 5 11 0 2 9 2 25 9 
Summer 93 6 5 *t 4 2 31 n 
Fall 93 - 5 n 2 1 2 35 3 
Spring 94 a 5 7 6 6 42 9 
Summer 94 9 9 7 6 •" 6 50 4 
Fall 94 IG 9 7 5 7 6 58 0 
Spring 95 11 « n 3 11 a 69 7 
Summer 95 12 3 2 5 2  5 "2 3 
Fall 95 13 5 t 2 n 2 7 6 5 
Spring 96 14 11 5  9 n  35 7 
Summer 96 15 3 2  5 2 5 35 
Fall 96 16 - 5 9 5 9 ^ n 1 
Spring 97 € 5 0 5 0 99 2 
Sot Availabl e 99 3 8 100 0 
Total 119 100 0 lOG 0 
Valid cases 119 •Missi ng cases 0 
SI Cu rrent Employment Situation 
"al: .G Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percen 
Teaching .30 0 5 7 4 " 2  6 "2. 6 
Ncnteaching 2  -CO 3 2  2 6  5 •t ICC. J 
2 Missing 
To cal 119 100 0 IOC. 0 
Valid cases MlSSl ng cases 2 
S2 Teachi ng Level 
Vail d Cum 
Value Label Va lue rrecuency Percent Percent Percent 
Secondary (Vocat lona 1 .00 48 5 6 5 57 1 57. 2 
?osc-Seconda ry Conim 2 .00 IC 11 3 11 9 69. 0 
department o f'co rrec 3 .00 s  5 9 6 r\ 75 ^ c 
Private trade, t echr. t -OC 2  2. 4 2  4 4 
Industrial T ram ing 5 n n . U VJ 1 2 1. 2 78 . c 
Other 7 .00 18 21. 2 21. 4 100. 0 
-
1. 2 Missi ng 
To ral 85 100. 0 100. 0 
S2A - OTHER TEACHING LEVEL 
K-i2 
National Non-Pr 
Admin Intern 
Elementary 5/6 
Comprehensive HS 
Traditional HS 
Public HS 
JTPA Employment Councelor 
30CSS Special Ed. K-12 
HOSPITAL 
K Specially Challenged 
7TH i 8TH GRADES 
Public HS 
ASS. PRINCIPAL 
MIDDLE SCHOOL 
HEALTH CARE FACILTIY 
JR HS- HS AT RISK PROG 
7-12 ART 
TECHNOLOGY ED 
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33 Teaching load 
Value Label 
Full Time 
Part time 
Day-to-day Suostitut 
Value 
1 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
•5.00 
5.00 
Frequency 
57 
9 
4 
Percent 
78.S 
1 0 .  6  
4 . 7 
3.9 
Valid 
Percent 
73. 3 
1 0 . 6  
4 . ' 
^ a 
Cum 
Percent 
••8.8 
39. 4 
-t .  ^ 
1 0 0 .  0  
Valid cases 35 
S3.=i - OTHER TEACHING LOAD 
Occational 
Teaching Assis. 
ASS. PRINCIPAI. 
FT SDSSTITUTE 
RETIRED 1/97 
Total 
Missing 
35 100. C 1 0 0 . 0  
Plans for the next year 'teaching) 
Value Label 
Remain in same posit 
Seek similar positio 
Seek full time teach 
Seek employment in e 
Other 
/aiue 
1 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
3.00 
4.00 
7.00 
Frequency 
€3 
3 
10 
Percent 
74. 1 
3.3 
11.8 
4.7 
3.9 
Valid 
Percent 
74 .1 
3.3 
11.8 
4." 
Cum 
Percent 
74. 1 
77 . 6 
39. 4 
94. 1 
100.0 
Valid cases 
Total 
Missinc cases 
35 100. 0 100. C 
S4A - OTHER EMPLOYMENT PLAJIS 
Coordinator of Curri 
Special Ed 
PRINCIPALSHIP 
S4C - OTHER EMPLOYMENT PLANS 
FT GPJVD STUOY 
TEACH HEALTH 
3ecome teacher 
UNSUP.E 
RETIRED 
IN EDUCATICN 
35 Reasons for not teac.hing at the pres rt
 
check: 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Graduate study 1.00 lo' 31.3 33. 3 33.3 
Could not find a tea 2.00 11 34.4 36. 7 70. 0 
Inadequate salaries 3.00 2 9.4 10. 0 80. 0 
Emotional aspects(st 9.00 X 3.1 3. 3 33.3 
Family obligations 12. 00 1 3.1 3. 3 36.7 
Better salaries and 14.OC 2 6.3 6. 7 93 . 3 
Other 13.00 2 6.3 6. 7 100.0 
2 6. 3 Missing 
Total 32 100.0 100. 0 
Valid cases 30 Missing cases 2 
35.1 Reasons for not teaching at zhe present :2" check) 
Vali .d Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Could not find a tea 2.00 5 15.6 23. 8 23.8 
Inadequate salaries 3.00 3.1 4 . 3 28.6 
General working cond 4.00 2 6.3 9. 5 38.1 
Feelings of ineffect 6.00 1 3 . 1 4 . 3 42. 9 
Emotional aspects(st 9.00 1 3.1 4 . 3 47. 6 
Family obligations 12.00 3 9.4 14 . 3 61. 9 
Better salaries and 14.00 3 9.4 14. 3 76.2 
Other 15.00 5 15.6 23. 3 100.0 
11 34.4 Missing 
Total 32 100.0 100. 0 
Valid cases 21 Missing cases 11 
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35.; Reasons for not ceaciiing at the present check) 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Student relatedinoti 5 • 00 1 3.1 9.1 9.1 
Feelings of ineffect 6. 00 1 3.1 9.1 18.2 
Administrator relate 7 ^ 00 1 3.1 9.1 27.3 
Family obligations 12. 00 2 6.3 18.2 45.5 
Had not planned to t 13. 00 1 3.1 9.1 54.5 
Better salaries and 14 . 00 2 6 - 3 18.2 72.7 
Other 15 . 00 3 9.4 27.3 100.3 
21 55.6 Missing 
Total 32 130.0 100.3 
Valid cases 11 .MlSSir :g cases 21 
S5A - MOT TE.=iCHING - GRADUATE STUDY 
Instruction 
'/TE or Guidance 
Special Ed. 
VTE 
CODNSELING/SGCIALWORK 
SPECIAL EDDCATIGN 
Counseling Human Ser 
LEARNING DISABILITIES 
SPECIAL ED. 
S5B - NOT TEACHING - OTHER REASONS 
Mot Cert, by State 
Local positions full 
Need more exper. in field 
HEALTH REASON INJURY 
P.AHALEGAL 
WORKING IN FIELD 
MILITARY 
FT 3US ED NOT AVAIL 
.MOVING OUT Or STATE 
CAOG.HT UP IN 3US.H0PJ,D 
.RETIRED 
i^'.Dj.ovmer 
.alue -aoei 
Remain in same posi 
Seek another positi 
oians for next vear (not teac 
va-ue 
1 . 0 0  
2.00 
r recuencv Percent 
43.8 
34.4 
21.9 
Valid 
Percent 
5 6.0 
44.0 
Missing 
Cum 
Percent 
56.0 
1 0 0 . 0  
Valid cases 
Total 
'Jissing cases 
1 0 0 . 0  1 0 0 . 0  
S6A - EMPLO'fMENT PLANS - SAME POSITION 
Manager/Coordinator 
Substitute 
Merciiandise .Mgr 
PARALEGAL 
FUND RAISER 
GRAD. STUDIES 
RETIRED 
MANAGEMENT 
S63 Seeking another position 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percen' 
Teaching position 2.00 10 31.3 62.5 62.5 
Other education-rela 3.00 4 12.5 25.0 97.5 
Other type of positi 4 .00 2 6.3 12.5 100.0 
16 50.0 Missing 
Total 32 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 16 Missing cases 16 
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sec - EMPLOYMENT PLANS - OTHER EDUC 
Teacher aide 
In-house Ins-ruc'or In Busin. 
School Counselor 
SPECIAL NEEDS POSIT. 
S6D - EMPLOYMENT PLANS 
Physically can handle 
STAYING HOME W/ 3A3Y 
JTHER 
37 Adniit-ed in VTE program 
Value Label 
As a freshman into 3 
As a transfer scuden 
With a high school d 
Value 
1 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
5.00 
r requency 
2 
90 
Percent 
Zl.S 
. 8  
Valid 
Percent 
"6.3 
2 2 . 0  
Missing 
wUm 
Percent 
L.^ 
73.Q 
1 0 0 . 0  
valic rases 
Toca-L 
-Missing cases 
1 0 0 . 0  ICO.: 
S7A Number of 
Value Label 
credits earned 
Value 
30.00 
33.00 
requency 
2 
Percent 
1.7 
.S 
Valid 
Percent 
3.3 
1. S 
Cum 
Percent 
3.3 
4.9 
3 6  . 0 0  1  . 3  . 6 €  .  6  
4 5  . 0 0  1  . 3  1  .  6  3  . 2  
5 3  . 0 0  I . 3  1  .  5  9  . 3  
5 7  . 0 0  1  . 8  1  .  6  1 1  .  5  
6 0  . 0 0  3  5  _  7  .  c  
6 2  . 0 0  5  n  3  . 2  3 2 .   S  
6 3  . 0 0  " 5  2  ^  5  t . 3  3 7  
6 4  ,  . 0 0  5  - .  6  • /« .  s  .  5  
6 5  .  0 0  5  n  . 2  3  . 2  6 0 ,  
6 6 ,  . 0 0  7  5  ,   9  1 1  .   5  7 2 ,  , 1  
6 7  ,  . 0 0  1  .  5  1  ,  .  6  7 3 ,  . 3  
6 8  .  0 0  2  . s  1 .  .  6  7 5  . t 
6 9 ,  . 0 0  1  . 3  1 .  €  T*7 _ .0 
7 0  ,  . 0 0  2  1  ,  3 .  .  3  3 0 .  . 3  
7 2  ,  . 0 0  3  n _  c  • t  .   9 3 5 .  . 2  
-7C 
. 0 0  1  .  s  1  ,  . €  3  £ .  . 9  
7 3  .  0 0  1  . 3  1  .  . 6  3 3 .  .  5  
3 0 .  0 0  2 1  .  _  7  3 .  . 3  9 1 .  3  
8 5  .  0 0  1  . 3  1 .  .  6  9 3 .  4  
9 0 .  0 0  2  1  .  ,  7  3 .  , 3  9 6 .  7  
1 0 9 .  0 0  1  . 3  t _  ^  6  9 8 .  4  
1 2 0 .  0 0  1  . 3  . 6  1 0 0 .  0  
58 48.• Missing 
Mean 
Mode 
Valid cases 
55.459 
54.000 
61 
Total 
Std err 
Std dev 
S73 
Missing cases 
Number of OCE credits earned 
119 
1.565 
14.571 
58 
Value Label Value 
15 .00 
30.00 
56.00 
6 0 . 0 0  
70.00 
1 2 0 . 0 0  
Frequency 
100.0 ICO.O 
Median 64.000 
Variance 212.319 
Percent 
. 3 
1 0 .  
3  
8 
102 85 
Valid 
Percent 
5.9 
"0.6 
5.9 
5.9 
5.9 
5.9 
Missing 
Cum 
Percent 
5.9 
76.5 
82.4 
8 8 . 2  
94.1 
1 0 0 . 0  
Mean 40.059 
Mode 30.000 
Valid cases 17 
Total 
Std err 
Std dev 
Missing cases 
119 
5. 997 
24.725 
102 
1 0 0 . 0  iOO.O 
Median 
Variance 
30.000 
611.309 
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112 OC 1 3 1 2 1 2 
120 00 € c 0 7 1 3 2 
121 00 X 3 1 2 9 1 
123 00 2 1 7 2 4 8 
124 00 5 n 2 5 9 17 6 
125 00 1 3 1 2 18 8 
126 00 18 15 1 21 2 40 0 
127 00 3 2 3 3 5 43 5 
123 00 1G 9 4 11 S 55 3 
129 00 3 2 3 c 53 8 
130 00 6 5 0 - 1 65 9 
131 00 1 3 1 2 67 1 
132 CO 7 5 5 S 2 7c 3 
13-i 00 2 1 ~ 2 4 77 6 
• 37 00 3 1 2 78 8 
138 00 •t 3 4 t 33 5 
HO. :c  1 = 1 n S4 7 
l-IS. 00 2 1 7 2 t 37 1 
14 6. jO 2 1 2 t 99 1 
«. t 00 1 a 1 2 50 6 
150. 00 1 3 1 2 51 5 
15T OC a 1 2 =2 c 
160. 00 1 3 1 94 1 
168 00 1 3 1 2 95 3 
172 00 1 3 1 2 56 5 
177 00 1 3 1 2 97 6 
190 00 1 3 1 98 8 
200. 00 1 3 1 2 100 A 
34 2S 6 Missing 
Tot al 15 100 0 100 0 
Mean 132 332 Std ei r 1 615 Medi an 1 23.000 
Mode 126 •  w c  c  3td de "an ance 21.-00 
Valid cases B5 Missi.-g c ases 34 
S11 T eacr. -ng Certi ficate 
Valid Cusi 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percer." 
Provisional 1. 00 51 42 5 53 1 51 1 
Permanent 30 32 26 5 33 3 3 6 c 
Other 3.  00 13 • 9 13 5 100. c  
23 15 Missing 
Tc t al 1 19 100 n 100 0 
Valic cases 56 Missing c ases 23 
S11A S tate ~f certi ficate 
Val: d Cinn 
Value Label Val ue creque r.cy Percent Percent Perce 
ez' 52. 1 52 1 52. 1 
"GA, V A ** 1 3 8 52. 9 
"NY, CN" 1 3 8 53. 8 
XL 1 a 8 54. 6 
NY 33 44 5 44 5 99. 2 
MY VA 
-
3 8 100. 0 
Tot &1 19 100. 0 100. 0 
ValiQ cases l i s  Missin g c ases 0 
3113 S tate of certi ficate 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Freque r.cy Percent Percent Percen; 
54 79. 0 79. 0 79. 0 
"SY, NC" 1 8 8 79. 8 
NC 3 2. 5 2. 5 32.  4 
NY 20 16. a  16. 8 99. 2 
SC 8 8 100. 0 
Valid cases 119 Total 19 100. 0 100. 0 
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sue - OTHER TEACHING CERTIFICATE 
Cert, of vualifi 
Admin. Certif. 
Cert, of Qualifi 
Teach College 
Applying for Certi. 
aUALIFICATION NY 
COOP COORD. CERTIF 
CQ-NY 
"MATH, COOP" 
Cert, of 2ualifi 
COO? COORD. CERTIF 
Cert, of 2ualifi 
Cert, of 3ualifi 
CQ 
CQ NY 
COOP ED. CERTIF 
S12 
Value Label 
Years o£ teachino experience 
Valid 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percen 
.00 13 10 9 7 XI 1 
.50 X 9 9 12 6 
1 .00 24 20 2 21 6 34 2 
1 .50 1 3 5 35 1 
2 .GO X 2 10 1 IC 3 45 9 
3 00 3 7 6 8 1 54 1 
3 50 2 1 7 1 8 55 9 
1 00 10 8 4 9 0 64 9 
1 50 1 8 9 65 8 
z 00 7 5 9 6 3 72 1 
6 00 3 4 3 6 "'S 7 
50 1 7 1 3 77 5 
3 00 3 4 "3 6 31 1 
5 00 5 9 32 
• r. i j  00 2 5 2 - S4 •" 
00 ; 7 1 9 3 6 5 
12 00 3 t 3 6 90 
13 00 3 4 3 6 93 7 
14 50 a a 94 6 
00 3 4 3 5 98 2 
^7 00 1 a 9 99 1 
io  00 1 3 9 100 0 
o. / Missing 
Mean 
Mode 
Valid 
313 
Value 
Yes 
No 
Total 119 
•5 . 558 Std err .480 
1.000 Std dev 5.058 
3 111 Missing cases S 
iarned a Master's Degree 
Label Value 
1 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
r requency 
15 
102 
2 
1 0 0 . 0  1 0 0 . 0  
Median 
Variance 
Percent 
1 2 . 6  
35.7 
1 7 
Valid 
Percent 
1 2 . 8  
87.2 
Missing 
3. 000 
25.582 
Cuir. 
Percent 
1 2 . 8  
1 0 0 . 0  
Total 
Valid cases 117 Missing cases 
S13A Master's Degree Credits 
119 
Value Label Value 
30.00 
36.00 
40.00 
50.00 
6 6 . 0 0  
requency 
7 
4 
105 
1 0 0 . 0  
Percent 
5.9 
3.4 
.8 
. 8  
. 8  
8 8 . 2  
1 0 0 . 0  
Valid 
Percent 
50, 
2 8 ,  
7, 
7, 
7, 
Cum 
Percent 
50.0 
78 . 6 
35.7 
92.9 
1 0 0 . 0  
Missing 
Valid cases 
Mean 
Variance 
14 
36.429 
104.725 
Total 
Missing cases 
Std err 
119 
105 
2.735 
1 0 0 . 0  1 0 0 . 0  
Std dev 10.234 
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S133 
Value Label 
MBA 
M£D 
MS 
Type of Mas-er's Degree 
Value Frequency 
2 . 0 0  "  2  
3.00 5 
•i.OO 3 
104 
Percent 
1.7 
4.2 
5. "7 
37.4 
Valid 
Percent 
13.3 
33.3 
53.3 
Missing 
Cum 
Percent 
13.3 
46.-' 
1 0 0 . 0  
Valid cases 
Total 
Missing cases 
119 100.C 
104 
1 0 0 . 0  
S13D 
Value Label 
Yes 
Nc 
Pursuing Master's Degree 
Value Frequency 
1.00 33* 
2.0C 40 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
4 4.5 
33.6 
'>'• 3 4 J . J Missing 
57 0 
100 .  0  
Valid cases 
Total 
.Missing cases 
IGO.O 100.3 
S13S - PDRSniNG MASTERS - .AREA 
Health Ed. 
Curr. Design Tech 
Ed. Psych 
Ed. Admin. 
Instruction 
'.'TE or Guidance 
Christian Edu.-Ministry 
Accounting/Bus. Adm. 
VTE 
VTE 
VTE 
.M3A 
Reading 
ED. ADMIN 
ED. ADMIN 
Business Education 
ITMM-MSEC 
Special Ed. 
HEALTH 
UNDECIDED 
ED. PSYCH 
SP. ED. 
HEALTH ED 
3DSINESS ED 
SPECIAL SEEDS 
TEC.HNOLOGY EDUCATION 
MANAGEMENT SCIENCE 
SPECIAX EDCCATICN 
TECHNOLOGY 
Counseling Human Ser 
SPECIAL EDUCATION 
INDUSTRIAL TECH 
INSTRUCTIONAL TECH 
•/TE 
IDDSE 
EDUCATION 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
.MSM 
LEASNING DISABILITIES 
EL ED 
SPECIAL EDUCATION 
INSTRUCTIONAL TECKN 
BUS. ED. 
SPECIAL ED. 
'/TE 
VTE 
READING ZD. 
ED. 
UNDECZ«A?w£D 
PSYCHOLOGY 
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Number 
Value Label 
Mean 
Variance 
Valid cases 
a.35-
3C.523 
1 c 
ap hit c Analysis 
an ad;}unct facuity me 
Val id Cum 
va: ue Frequency Percent ?erc Percer. 
00 .9 2 9 2. 0 
i. 00 1 2 .9 2 9 5. 7 
2. 00 3 8 . 6 0 5 n . 3 
2. 30 1 2 .9 2 9 17 . 1 
3. 00 3 8 . c 3 6 25. 7 
n . 00 2 5 ^ 7 3 7 31. 4 
5 00 3 8 . 6 S 6 40. 3 
6. 00 5 7 45. 7 
30 •» ^ Q 2 9 48. 6 
3 . 00 1 2 . 9 2 9 51. 4 
9. 00 2 ^ 0 2 5 54 3 
10. 30 2 • . 3 • n 3 58 6 
11. CO 1 2 -9 2 9 2.. 4 
12. 00 2 5 . 7 5 7 77. 1 
13. 00 1 2 .9 2 9 80. 0 
14. 00 1 2 .9 2 9 82. 9 
15- 00 2 5 .7 5 7 88. 6 
17. 00 2 5 .7 5 7 94. 3 
19. 00 1 2 .9 2 9 97. 
20. 00 1 2 .9 2 9 100. 0 
Tor al 35 100 0 IOC 
err .334 Std dev 5.525 
sir ases 0 
>aoe. 
94 
95 
96 
r 2 
Value I 
Spring 
Spring 
Spring 
Fall 9c 
Spring 
Sumner 
Valid cases 
LASTSEM uast semes-er ;augnt 
33 
value 
l.OC 
•4 .OC 
- .oc  
9.00 
1 0 . 0 0  
1 1 . 0 0  
Total 
Missing cases 
:reauency 
35 
F3 Adjunct Faculty FT Occupations 
DiaSCTOS SPECIAL PROJECTS 
ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL 
PXTIRED ADMIN/TEACHER 
CORRICULOM COORDINATOR 
MULTI-OCC INSTRUCTOR 
ADMINISTPJ-TOB 
PRINCIP.JU. 
DIRECTOR OF OCC ED 
TEACHER/MENTOR 
DIRECTOR OF OCC ED 
HRO 
AG TEACHER 
RETIRED DIRECTOT OF VOC ED 
BUSINESS ED TEACHER 
STW COORDINATOR 
RETIRED VOC ADMINISTRATOR 
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT 
Percent 
2.9 
5 . 7 
11. 4 
11.4 
50. 0 
2.9 
1 0 0 . 0  
Valid 
Percent 
3.0 
5.1 
1 2 . 1  
6 3 .  6  
3.3 
Missing 
1 0 0 . 0  
Cum 
Percen: 
3.0 
9.1 
2 1 . 2  
33.3 
9~. 0 
100. C 
RETIRED 
RETIRED VTE DIRECTOR 
DEAN OF STUDENTS 
VOC ED DIRECTOR 
COORD. OF INSTR-SPEC ED 
TEACHER OF VOC ED 
EDUCATION SUPERVISOR 
SPEECH-LANGU. PATHOLOG 
.^S3. DIRECT. OF ADULT ED 
DIR VOC-TEC ADULT CONT ED 
DIRECTOR CV-TEC 
MULTI-OCC INSTRUCTOR 
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT 
I l l  
F4A Associate Degree Earned 
Valid Cum 
Value label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes l.QC " 10 28.6 100.0 IOC.G 
25 71.4 Missing 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 25 
F4B 'ype cf Associate Degree 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
AA 1.00 3 8.6 33.3 33.3 
AS 2.00 2 5.7 22.2 55.6 
OTHER 4.00 4 11.4 44.4 100.C 
26 •'4.3 Missing 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 9 Missing cases 26 
F4C Other type of .associate degree ,specifie 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
31 88.6 38.6 38.6 
AAS 3 9.5 3.5 97.1 
A3A 1 2.9 2.9 100.0 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 3 5 Missi.ng cases 0 
F4D - .ASSOCr.ATE DEGREE MAJOR 
£-,£CTRIC.Al. TECHNCLCGY 
MECHAXICAI, TECHKOLCGY 
LIB. AP.TS 
AG 
LIB. .=iR.TS 
AG. ENGISEERIKG 
ACCOUNTING 
BUSINESS 
ENGINEERING 
AR.T 
Baccalaureate Degree Earned 
Valid 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent 
Yes 1. 00 30' 85.7 100.0 
5 14 .3 Hissing 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 30 Missing cases 5 
F53 Type of Baccaj Laureate Degree 
Valid 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent 
BA 1. 00 3' 8.6 10.3 
as 2. 00 23 65.7 7 9.3 
OTHER 4. 00 3 8.6 10.3 
6 17.1 Missing 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 29 Missing cases 6 
F5C Other type of Baccalaur eate Degree (spec 
Valid 
Value Label Value Frecruency Percent Percent 
32 91.4 91.4 
BBA 2.9 2.9 
3SED 2 5.7 5.7 
Total 35 1 0 0 . 0  1 0 0 . 0  
Valid cases 35 Missing cases 0 
Cum 
Percent 
1 0 0 . c  
Cum 
Percent 
10.3 
39.7 
1 0 0 . 0  
Cum 
Percent 
91.4 
94 .3 
1 0 0 . 0  
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rSD -  BACCALAUREATE DEGREE MAJOR 
PSYCK CGONSELING 
INDUSTRIAL ARTS 
INDUSTRIAL ARTS ED K-12 
ENGLISH 
VOC-TECH ED 
EDUCATION/SPEECH 
: A 
EDCCATION/TECHNOLOGY 
FINANCE 
PSY SOC SVC 
AG EDUCATION 
INDUSTRIAL ARTS 
BUSINESS EDUCATION 
SCIENCE 
BUSINESS ADHIN/ECON 
EDUCATION 
INDUSTRIAL ARTS ED 
INDUSTRIAL ARTS 
BUSINESS EDUCATION 
EDUCATION 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
BUSINESS 
INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY 
SPECIAL EDUCATION 
VOC ED 
SPEECH PATHOLOGY/AUDIOLOGY 
VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL 
VTE 
F6A Master's Degree Earned Cuir^ 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes l.CO 32 91.4 lOC.C IOC.3 
3 9.5 Missing 
Total 35 lOC.O 100.0 
Valid cases 32 Missing cases 3 
F53 I'ype of Master's Degree Earned 
Valid Can 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
MA 1.00 2 5.T 6.3 6.3 
MSA 2.00 1 2.9 3.1 5.4 
MED 3.00 5 14.3 13.6 25.0 
MS 4.00 23 65." "1.5 96.9 
OTHER 5.00 1 2.9 3.1 100.0 
3 3.6 Missing 
Total 35 100.0 lOC.O 
Valid cases 32 Missing cases 3 
F6C Other type of Master's Degree earned (sp 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
33 94.3 94.3 94.3 
MBA 1 2.9 2.9 97.1 
MSE 1 2.9 2.9 100.0 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 35 Missing cases 0 
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F5D - MASTER'S OEGREK MAJOR 
VOC. ED. ADMIN 
PSYCH 
COMM. * ADMIN 
SECOND. ED. 
VOC ED 
SPECIAL ED 
GUIDANCE/PERSONNEL: ADMINISTRATOR 
EDaCATION 
EDUCATION 
ED. ADMIN 
VTE 
VOC. EDUCATION 
INDUSTRIAL ARTS 
SUPERVISION & CURRICULUM 
ADMINISTRATION 
VTE 
INDUSTRIAL EDUCATION 
ED ADMIN i GUIDANCE COUNSELOR 
EDUCATION 
EDUCATION 
ADMINISTRATION 
SPECIAL EDUCATION 
ADMINISTRATION 
EDUCATION .=iDMIN / SUPERVISION 
SPEECH P.ATKOLOGY 
ADMINIST.RATION 
EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION 
EDUCATION 
F / A Docto rate Deg ree Earned 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes : .oo  • 2C. 0 100.0 IOC.3 
28 30.0 Missing 
3 5 IOC. 0 100.c 
Valid cases Kissing cases 28 
r73 Type zt Docto rate Degree 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
EDD l.OC 5 14.3 38.5 38.5 
PHD 2.0C 2 5.7 15.4 53.8 
OTHER 3.00 6 17. : 46.2 100.0 
22 62.9 Kissing 
Total 25 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 13 Missing cases 22 
r7C Other type of Doctorate Degree earned (s 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
25 82. 9 82.9 S2.9 
ABD 1 2.9 2.9 85 .7 
CAS 3 8.6 8.6 94 .3 
PLUS 42 2.S 2.9 97.1 
PLUS 50 1 2.9 2.9 100.0 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 
valid cases 35 Missing cases 0 
F7D - DOCTORATE DEGREE : MAJOR F7D - OTHER CAS i ABD 
PSYCH 
ADULT ED 
VOC TECH ED 
BUSINESS ED 
CURRICULUM & INSTRUCTION 
EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION 
ED ADMIN 
ADMINISTRATION 
SEC. PRINC/CURR 
ED. ADMIN 
VOC ED ADMIN 
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APPENDIX £: ANOVA RESULTS 
0 N W A Y 
Analysis of Variance 
Variable II.1 
Source 
Between Groups 
Wichin Groups 
Total 
D.r. 
150 
151 
Analvsis of Variance 
auia or 
Souares 
.1901 
4 4 .8625 
45.0526 
Mean 
Squares 
.1903 
.299: 
Rario 
.635" 
r 
?rcc. 
. 4265 
Variable 11.2 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D. r .  
150 
• c: 
aum or 
Squares 
. 6519 
51.2889 
51.9408 
Mean 
Squares 
. 6519 
.3419 
Ratio ?rcb. 
L.9066 .1694 
Variable 11.3 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
150 
151 
Sum of 
Squares 
.2036 
"3.3753 
"3.5789 
Mean 
Squares 
.203 6 
.4892 
Ratio 
. 4162 
Variable 11.4 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D . - .  
Sum of 
Squares 
.0205 
5" . 8676 
57.3382 
Mean 
Squares 
.0205 
.3858 
Ratio 
.0532 
Variable 11.5 
iource 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D. ?. 
148 
14 9 
Slim of 
Squares 
.0598 
54.2335 
94.2933 
Mean 
Squares 
.0598 
. 6367 
Ratio ?rob. 
.0939 ."597 
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
149 
150 
S'um of 
Squares 
.0012 
45.7736 
45.7748 
Mean 
Squares 
.0012 
.3072 
Ratio 
. 0039 
?rob. 
.9505 
Variable 11.7 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.r, 
149 
150 
Sum of 
Squares 
.5640 
73.3069 
74.3709 
Mean 
Squares 
. 5640 
.4953 
Ratio ?rob. 
1.1385 .2877 
Variable 12.1 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D. •. 
X 
147 
148 
Sum of 
Squares 
1.3534 
44.1902 
45.5436 
Mean 
Squares 
1.3534 
.3006 
Ratio 
4.5021 
Prob. 
.0355 
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Variable 
Source 
Be~weer. Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
1:2.2 
147 
148 
Sum of 
Squares 
.3843 
56.6527 
57.0470 
Mean 
Squares 
.3843 
.3855 
Ratio OCT: 
c  
?rob. 
•5 " 3" 
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
143 
149 
Sum of 
Squares 
.3166 
67.3168 
67.2333 
Mean 
Scuares 
5543 
Ratio 
.0364 
r  
?rob. 
.S4S: 
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
;.4 
D.F. 
1 
146 
147 
Sum or 
Squares 
.1349 
54.0475 
54.1824 
Moan 
Squares 
.1349 
.3702 
Ratio 
.3644 
?rcb. 
.5470 
Variable 12.5 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
146 
147 
Sum of 
Squares 
. 1652 
46.0172 
46.1824 
Mean 
Squares 
. 1652 
. 3152 
Rat:.: 
.524: 
rroc. 
. 4 ^ : 2  
Variable 12. 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
147 
143 
c — 
Squares 
.0139 
41.1307 
41. 1946 
Mean 
Squares 
.0139 
.2301 
Rati: 
. 04 . =239 
variaoie 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total L48 
Sum of 
Squares 
.3316 
41.2120 
41.5436 
Mean 
Squares 
.3316 
.2304 
Ratio ?rob. 
L.1329 .2786 
Variable 12.8 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
147 
143 
Sum of 
Squares 
. 0 0 0 0  
66.9664 
56.9664 
Mean 
Squares 
.0000 
.4556 
Ratio ?rob. 
.0001 .9939 
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
[2.9 
D.F. 
148 
149 
Sum of 
Squares 
.4058 
70.1342 
70.5400 
Mean 
Squares 
.4058 
.4739 
Ratio 
.3564 
Prob. 
. 3562 
Variable 12.10 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
]_ 
148 
149 
Sum of 
Squares 
6.5592 
94.1342 
100.6933 
Mean 
Squares 
6.5592 
.6360 
Ratio Prob. 
l0.3125 .0016 
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Variable 12.11 
Source D.F. 
Between Groups 1 
Within Groups 145 
Total 146 
Sum of 
Squares 
2 . 2 8 8 6  
111.4665 
113.7551 
Mean 
Squares 
2 . 2 8 8 6  
.7687 
Ratio 
2.9771 
?rob. 
.  0866  
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D . r .  
149 
15C 
Sum of 
Squares 
3.1834 
41.7835 
44.9669 
Mean 
Squares 
3.1834 
.2804 
Ratio 
:.3520 
?roE. 
.3010 
Var;iable 13.2 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.: 
146 
aum or 
Squares 
5.6984 
94.9773 
ICO.6757 
Mean 
Squares 
5.6984 
. 6505 
r 
Rat-c ?rcb. 
. 0036 
Variable 13.3 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
147 
148 
Sum of 
Squares 
3.5002 
90.6609 
= 4 .1611 
Mean 
Squares 
3.5002 
. 5487 
Rat—c 
6.3789 
?rob. 
. 0 1 2 6  
variacie 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
147 
148 
Sum or 
Squares 
3.3394 
•'S. 9627 
~9.3020 
Mean 
Squares 
3.3394 
Ratio ?rob. 
6.4622 .0121 
Variable 13.5 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
145 
146 
Sum of 
Squares 
6.5246 
34.3763 
91.4014 
Mean 
Squares 
6.524 6 
.5854 
Ratio 
11.1463 
Profa. 
.  0011 
Variable 13. 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
I 
144 
145 
Sum of 
Squares 
"l4 .1498 
35.3091 
99.4589 
Mean 
Squares 
'l4.1498 
.5924 
Ratio 
23.8845 
?rob. 
. 0000 
varxao-e 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
14 6 
147 
Sum of 
Squares 
4.8967 
84.5290 
89.4257 
Mean 
Squares 
4.8967 
.5790 
Ratio 
8.4577 
?rob. 
.0042 
Variable 13.3 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
14 6 
147 
Sum of 
Squares 
.0052 
70.4475 
70.4527 
Mean 
Squares 
.0052 
.4825 
c 
Ratio 
.0107 
F 
Prob. 
. 9177 
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Variable 13.9 
Source 
Berween Groups 
Wirhin Groups 
Toral 
D.F. 
1 
139 
140 
Sum of 
Squares 
7.3817 
91.9091 
99.2903 
Mean 
Squares 
7.3817 
.6612 
r 
Ratio 
L.1638 
Prob. 
. co i l  
Variable 14.1 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D. r, 
147 
148 
Sum of 
Squares 
.1474 
3C.0942 
30.2416 
Mean 
Squares 
.1474 
.2047 
Ratio 
.7199 
Proc. 
Variable 14.2 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.r . 
138 
139 
Sum of 
Squares 
2.0138 
95.3862 
97.4000 
Mean 
Squares Ratio 
2. 9134 
Prob. 
.3901 
Variable 14.3 
Source D.F, 
Between Groups 1 
Within Groups 143 
Total 144 
Sum of 
Squares 
2.2873 
71.74C3 
^4.0276 
Mean 
Squares 
2.2873 
.5017 
F 
Ratio 
4.5593 
Prob. 
.0344 
variao^e 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
: 4 . 4  
146 
147 
Sum of 
Squares 
. 5473 
66.5608 
€7.1081 
Mean 
Squares 
.5473 
.4559 
Ratio 
1.2005 .^-3-
rroc. 
-
Variable 14.5 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
142 
143 
Sum of 
Squares 
3.4850 
• ' 2 . 0 0 8 0  
"5.4931 
Mean 
Squares 
3.4850 
.5071 
Ratio 
6.8725 :097 
Variable 14.6 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
1 
137 
138 
Sum of 
Squares 
2.9116 
87.4913 
90.4029 
Mean 
Squares 
2.9116 
.6386 
Ratio 
4.5591 
Prob. 
.0345 
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
[4.7 
D.F. 
148 
149 
Sum of 
Squares 
.6470 
84.1863 
84.8333 
Mean 
Squares 
.6470 
.5688 
Ratio Prob. 
1.1374 .2879 
Variable 15.: 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
138 
13S 
Sum of 
Squares 
.3529 
94.8685 
95.2214 
Mean 
Squares 
.3529 
.6875 
Ratio 
.5134 
Prob. 
.4749 
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Variable 15.2 
Source 
3e"weer. Groups 
Wichin Groups 
Toral 
D.F, 
137 
138 
Sum of 
Squares 
.0905 
98.4275 
98.5180 
Mean 
Squares 
.0905 
.7184 
Patio 
. 1260 
Prob. 
.7232 
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
_ 1 o 
147 
Sum of 
Squares 
.0761 
55.7820 
55.3581 
Mean 
Squares 
. 07 61 
. 3821 
Ratio 
•  C Q T  
?rob. 
. 6561 
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
" 6 . 2  
D.F. 
143 
144 
Sua: of 
Squares 
1.7029 
63.6351 
65.3379 
Mean 
Squares 
1.7029 
. 4450 
Ratio Prob. 
3.3267 .0524 
Variable 16.3 
source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
146 
147 
Suru of 
Squares 
1.3943 
40.1800 
42.0743 
Mean 
Squares 
1.8943 
.2752 
Ratic 
6.3832 
Proo. 
.3096 
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
^ ^ 
14 6 
Sur. of 
Squares 
67 .2736 
68.8930 
Squares 
1.6194 
.4640 
Rat-o 
3.4501 
Prob. 
. 063: 
Variable 16.5 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.F. 
1 
144 
145 
Sum of 
Squares 
.8442 
59.6489 
60.4932 
Mean 
Squares 
.8442 
.4142 
Ratio Prob. 
2.0381 .1556 
Variable 
Source 
Between Groups 
Wit.hin Groups 
Total 
I 
14 6 
147 
Sum of 
Squares 
.5492 
65.9575 
66.5068 
Mean 
Squares 
. 5492 
.4513 
Ratio Prob. 
1.2158 .2720 
Variable 16.7 
Source 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
D.r . 
147 
143 
Sum of 
Squares 
.5033 
69.5236 
70.0263 
Mean 
Squares 
.5033 
.4729 
Ratio Prob. 
1.0641 .3040 
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